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CHAPTER IV. 


THE ZANGEZUR PROVISIONALS 


(The authors wish to acknowledge with thanks the great help received in 
the preparation of this Chapter from Mr. V. Malezian, former Secretary- 
General of the Armenian General Benevolent Union, who kindly placed at 
their disposal the original notes of the late Gustave Boel, and through whose 
courtesy photographs of the Zangezur stamps and cover are reproduced in 
this book. They also wish to express their thanks to Mr. A. Achdjian, 
Founder and Curator of the Armenian Museum in Paris, for his courtesy 
in allowing the photographs to be taken at the Museum, and for his kind 
co-operation and very active help in this connection. The historical back- 
ground of the Zangezur Chapter has been compiled from the monumental 
work ‘‘Republic of Armenia’’ (in Armenian) by S. Vratsian, former Prime 
Minister of the Republic of Armenia (published in Paris, 1928) .) 
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EXT in chronological order comes an issue which, due to its extreme 
scarcity, and to its special historical circumstances, has yet to find 
its way into the catalogues. 


In the Historical Introduction to this work, a brief mention was made 
of Andranik’s fight in Karabagh in 1918, and of the conflict between 
Armenia and Azerbaijan for possession of this district during the indepen- 
dence years. A fuller account of these developments now becomes necessary 
for the better understanding of the circumstances which led to the issue of 
special stamps in Zangezur. 


When the Turks reconquered Turkish Armenia from the Armenian 
Legions in Febr./March, 1918, the units under command of Andranik, after 
defending Erzeroum, staged a fighting retreat southwards, in the direction 
of the Persian border, hoping to join the British forces which, under Gen. 
Dunsterville, were then advancing from Hamadan towards Tabriz. As is 
known, the very small British units engaged in this operation failed in this 
attempt, and Tabriz was ultimately taken by the Turks. Andranik’s 
legions were thus gradually driven back towards the Araxes, river, which 
they crossed at Julfa, together with many thousands of refugees from 
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Turkish Armenia who had followed their trek. In July, 1918, Andranik’s 
forces took quarters at Giryusy and Katarskie-Zavody, in the heart of the 
mountainous Zangezur district of western Karabagh. 


Andranik found the district already fully organised for defence. As 
early as 1917, after the March revolution in Russia, joint committees of 
Armenians and Tatars had been formed at Shusha and Giryusy, the two 
largest towns in Karabagh, while a ‘‘soviet’’ of workers had taken charge 
of the copper mines of Katarskie Zavody. The Shusha committee maintained 
some sort of an uneasy peace in eastern Karabagh until the Turks, entered 
Transcaucasia and occupied the town in July, 1918. In Zangezur, how- 
ever, matters deteriorated much quicker, and ended in open fighting 
between the Armenian population and the Tatar nomads by the spring ot 
1918. When Andranik arrived, the Armenian local forces were in possession 
of Giryusy, Sissian, Katarskie-Zavody and Megry, and were getting the 
best of the fighting against the Tatars. An Armenian local council was in 
command at Giryusy, and had requested help from the newly-formed 
Armenian Republic at Erivan. Erivan could not supply such help, since 
the district had been assigned to Azerbaijan by the Treaty of Batum, then 
just signed. But the reinforcement represented by the arrival of Andranik’s 
legions proved in fact more useful than any help Erivan might have supplied 
at that difficult moment. When the Turks started in August a general 
offensive against the Zangezur positions, they were decisively repulsed, and 
a second attack in November, shortly after the signature of the Armistice 
at Moudros, proved equally abortive. Events followed a similar pattern 
in Eastern Karabagh: after entering Shusha, the Turks tried in vain to 
submit the Armenian villages in the mountains surrounding the town. A 
genera] attack staged in October was defeated by the joint action of the 
inhabitants and of Andranik’s forces, and Andranik was progressing towards 
Shusha when news of the Armistice arrived. This news caused the with- 
drawal of the Turkish Army from the region (Nov., 1918). 


When delegates of the Allied Armistice Commission arrived at Shusha 
in December, they found Armenian committees functioning throughout 
Karabagh. As the district was, administratively part of the Russian pro- 
vince of Elisavetpol, the intention of the Allied Commission was to leave 
it under Azerbaijani rule pending a decision at the Peace Conference. Allied 
officers were sent to both Shusha and Giryusy to enforce this arrangement, 
but met with stubborn opposition and hostility from the Armenian popula- 
tion. 


After several months of negotiations and intermittent fighting, the 
Armenian committee of Shusha gave way, and Azerbaijani troops entered 
the town in May, 1919, but fighting continued in the surrounding mountain 
districts of Varanda, Jivanshir and Gebrail, with occasional massacres, until 
August 22nd, 1919, when an agreement was arrived at, according to which 
the mountain districts of eastern Karabagh (or ‘‘Nagorno-Karabagh’’ in 
Russian) were to become an autonomous self-governing unit within the 
Republic of Azerbaijan. It is interesting to note that, after many vicissi- 
tudes, and several flare-ups in the fighting, this special status, devised by 
the Allied Armistice Commission, is still in force to-day, with Nagorno- 
Karabagh an Armenian-ruled autonomous district of the Azerbaijan S.S.R. 


In western Karabagh, all efforts of the Allies to impose a similar solu- 
tion to the Zangezur district ended in failure: the Armenian council of 
Giryusy declared the district was a part of Armenia, and invited the Erivan 
Government to take it over, and assure its defence. Erivan refrained from 
officially taking such a drastic step, which would have created a crisis in its 
relations with the Allies, but it gave nevertheless a large measure of unoffi- 
cial help, which placed the district ‘‘de facto’’ under Armenian rule, while 
maintaining officially the fiction of an ‘‘independent’’ region, with a local 
“Government.’’ When Andranik, then in bitter disagreement with the 
Dashnak leaders of Erivan, left the country in March, 1919, Erivan sent 
Lt.-Col. Shahmazian as High-Commissioner. Likewise, the district received 
its fair share of financial and economic support from the budget of the 
Republic, on a par with other parts of the country. 
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By the end of 1919, this unofficial absorption of the district into 
Armenia was practically completed, and an agreement signed on Nov. 23rd 
at Tiflis between the Prime Ministers of Armenia and Azerbaijan in presence 
of the American Col. Ray (Col. Haskell’s assistant), pledged both parties 
to maintain the status quo. In Decernber, Gen. Dro was delegated by 
Erivan to take over the military command. Reorganisation of civilian 
services had proceeded at an even quicker pace, and these included the 
postal administration, as well as, the operation of the copper mines. By 
July, 1919, postal communications had been re-opened between Giryusy 
and Erivan, and the extent to which normal conditions were restored 1s 
shown by the fact that even the hospital for the mine-workers of Katarskie- 
Zavody again started to operate. ‘ 

The Post Offices of Giryusy and Katarskie-Zavody are reported to have 
operated regularly throughout 1919, both being in the charge of postmasters 
of Polish origin, presumably appointed to this office during the Imperial 
period. Communications with the Post Offices of Megry and Verkhnie- 
Akulisy do not appear, however, to have been re-established before Novem- 
ber, 1919, as thesé towns in the extreme south were cut off by Tatar 
guerillas operating from the regions of Nakhichevan and Ordubat, in the 
neighbouring Sharour-Nakhichevan district, which was then in a chaotic 
condition, with an Allied (American) officer nominally in command, a 
Tatar local council in function at Nakhichevan, the Erivan Government in 
charge of the railway, and guerillas led by Turkish officers holding most 
of the countryside. Some of these guerillas took and destroyed Verkhnie- 
Akulisy on Dec. 25th, massacring its Armenian population, and this event 
explains why postmarks of this active little town, which were so common 
in the ‘‘Forerunners’’ period, are not to be found during the ‘‘Indepen- 
dence”’ years. (The local setback at Akulisy, which was actually situated 
in the Sharour-Nakhichevan district, therefore outside Zangezur, did not 
affect postal communications in this latter area, and was in fact soon 
neutralised by military action undertaken by the Armenian Army in the 
first months of 1920.) 

Giryusy (in Armenian: Goris) had not been an important centre in 
pre-war years, but now its population was swollen by refugees from Turkish 
Armenia, and exceeded 30,000. Most of this population was literate, and 
anxious to get news from relatives scattered all over Armenia. Katarskie- 
Zavody (‘‘Factories of the Katar valley"’), by the town of Ghapan, was the 
sité of one of the most famous Caucasian copper mines, known since the 
earliest times of the prehistoric Bronze Age, and which had supplied to 
Assyria, Babylonia and other by-gone empires the then valuable metal from 
which they had forged the weapons of their incessant wars. Fifty centuries 
later, in the Age of Czarist Russia, these mines (and the equally famous 
ones of Allahverdi at the northern end of Armenia), were being operated 
by the ‘‘Caucasian Industrial and Metallurgical Company’’ (in Russian: 
Kavkazskoe Promyshlennoe i Metallurgicheskoe Obshchestvo’’). This Com- 
pany had built smelting works at Ghapan, and had numerous branches ‘n 
Transcaucasia. The importance of its postal business can be estimated 
from the fact that the Post Office was situated in the factories, as witnessed 
by its name, rather than in the town of Ghapan. The Company employed 
several foreign technicians, including a Belgian engineer, the late Gustave 
Boel, sender of the letter illustrated on page 69, whose notes helped to 
establish the main facts regarding the special surcharges issued in the 
Zangezur district. 

According to the notes left by Mr. Boel, the Polish postmaster of 
Giryusy, having exhausted his stock of ordinary Russian stamps of the 
higher denominations, received instructions from the Erivan Post Office to 
surcharge his stock of the now redundant 1 k. stamps with the new postage 
rates, this procedure being of course identical with the one followed at 
Erivan at that particular moment. But while Erivan limited itself to 60k. 
surcharges for ordinary letters, the postmaster of Giryusy created, in addi- 
tion to the 60k. surcharge, another one of 1.20 for registered letters. 

Part of the quantity thus surcharged was sent by the Post Office of 
Giryusy to Katarskie-Zavody which, according to Mr. Boel, was a depen- 
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A ZANGEZUR COVER 


Registered letter from Katarskie Zavody (Zangezur) to Haine St, Pierre 
(Belgium), franked with five copies of the 1.20 provisional. 
Collection V.Malezian, at the Armenian Museum, Paris (Foundation A.Achdjian) 


69 


dency of the former. The same source provides the information that the 
stamps were issued in January, 1920, a statement borne out by the cover 
illustrated, of a registered letter sent by Mr. Boel to some relative in 
Belgium, the stamps being postmarked in violet ink with the Katarskie- 
Zavody double circle serial letter ‘‘a’’ (same as appearing on forerunners of 
the Imperial period) , dated 22.1.20. The cover travelled via Giryusy (black 
double circle postmark dated 25.1.20), and reached Haine-St. Pierre, in 
Belgium, on 27.3.20, as witnessed by the arrival marking of this locality. 


An interesting feature of the cover is the address of the sender on the 
back, which reads: ‘‘G. Boel, Katarskie Zavody.—Zanguezour.—Caucase,”’ 
without any mention of Armenia, thus confirming that, officially, the 
district was, still considered at that date as an independent area, although 
de facto under Armenian rule. 


The only clue contained in Boel’s notes as to the period of currency 
of these provisionals, is that they were already obsolete when he left the 
district in June 1920. He relates that, when passing through Giryusy on 
his way back, he saw a full sheet of each value in the folders of the post- 
master, but that they were no longer on sale then. Evidently, by that 
time, they had been replaced by HH Monograms supplied from Erivan. 


The stock of the 1 k, denomination at Giryusy appears to have con- 
sisted exclusively of perforated stamps; these received the following sur- 
charges, in Black, by means of rubber handstamps: 


(1) 60 KOP. GIRYUSY TYPE Z-I. 


This type consists of the new denomination ‘‘60’’ in thin and narrow 
figures, without ‘‘k,’’ and its measurements are as follows (see Fig. 29, 
page 65): 

Overall length measured at bottom: 4} millimetres. 
Height of figures ‘‘60’’: 34 millimetres. 
Distance between ‘‘6’’ and ‘‘0’’: 2 millimetres. 


(2) 1.20 RUB. GIRYUSY TYPE Z-II. 


This type consists of the new denomination ‘‘1.20’’ in thin and narrow 
figures, without any indication of currency, and its measurements are as 
follows (Fig. 30, page 65): 


Overall length measured at bottonn: 54 millimetres. 
Height of figures ‘1.20’’: 34 millimetres. 
Distance between ‘‘1’’ and ‘‘2’’: 2 millimetres. 


CHAPTER V. 


CLASSIFICATION OF THE UNFRAMED 
HP MONOGRAMS 


HIS issue, the so-called ‘‘Unframed Z’’s, constitutes the most difficult 
% chapter of Armenian philately. It raises a number of debatable 

problems, which must be dealt with before an appropriate approach 
to the purely philatelic study becomes possible. 


(1) PERIOD OF USE. 


The actual date of issue of the first ‘‘Unframed Z’’s is not known, but 
can be situated in February, 1920, for the large sizes, and late-March for 
the small sizes. They were brought into use gradually, as stocks of the 
Framed types were exhausted. 


Unlike the ‘‘Framed Z’’s, the first Unframed types to appear were 
those of large size: this is logical, as the small-size handstamps had been 
discarded in January, so that the decision of the Post Office to remove the 
frames must have been limited at the beginning to the only handstamps 
then in current use. 
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It is only somewhat later, after some of these large-size types had 
become unserviceable even in Unframed condition, that the discarded small- 
size Framed types appear to have been resorted to, probably to cope with 
the additional work necessitated by the receipt of up-country supplies 
returned to Erivan for overprinting. 


Although the dates given above for the small size handstamps coincide 
with the increase of the Intercaucasian letter rate from 60k. to 5 roubles, 
which took place before the end of March, 1920, it is evident that the 
frames of these handstamps had been removed somewhat earlier, as the 
range of values found with these types covers many low denominations, 
which no longer answered any postal need under the new rates, 


This apparent anomaly may, however, be due to some delay before the 
Post Office Administration made up its mind to surcharge the redundant 
low denominations with new values in roubles corresponding to the ‘new 
rates. In fact, the first values of the HH set, limited to 3 and 5 roubles 
denominations, appeared singly and at intervals, in the form of emergency 
high values, and it is only somewhat later (May, 1920) that the HH set 
was completed. 


To sum up, it is evident that, by the time they were issued, the lower 
denominations of the ‘‘Unframed Z’’ set were practically useless, and the 
bulk of their stock appears to have remained unsold, having probably been 
purposely withdrawn from the counters of the Post Office, to avoid waste. 
Most of this stock was used up later in 1920, after having been surcharged 
with new rouble values (second and third HH issues). The higher values, 
however, were freely used until gradually superseded by equivalent denomi- 
nations of the first HH issue. Nevertheless, their span of life does not 
appear to have exceeded a few weeks, as the whole HH set had already 
appeared by May, 1920. 


(2) RECONCILIATION OF THE UNFRAMED TYPES WITH THEIR 
FRAMED ORIGINALS, 


Considering that the Unframed handstamps were in fact the former 
Framed types with frame removed, the first logical step towards classifica- 
tion should normally consist in identifying each Unframed type with its 
Framed predecessor, giving it the same reference number, and following 
its history through the Unframed period until the end of its life. 


But, as is well known to every Armenian collector, this apparently 
simple job immediately raises a great number of problems, as the appear- 
ance and shape of the HP Monogram in Unframed condition on individual 
copies seen is usually so different from the shape of the Monogram on 
Framed types as to make such identification impossible. This is due to 
the fact that the Unframed types lost their original shape very quickly, and 
further continued to change shape constantly during use. 


The only way out left consists in selecting for such comparison examples 
of “‘Unframed Z’’s from the very earliest stage of production. Such copies 
do not abound, but they are nevertheless available, and they will, in most 
cases, be found to be almost perfect replicas of the Monograms of the 
Framed period. But comparison by this method will reveal to the student 
two fresh kinds of difficulties to be overcome: 


(a) in the case of the smaller sizes, he will find a larger number of 
types of Unframed Zs in their earliest stage than there were Framed types 
to be accounted for; 


(b) in the larger sizes, he will be faced with the opposite experience 
that the earliest stages are limited to very few types, while later stages 
of wear of the Unframed period provide evidence of a larger number of 
handstamps in use than can be deduced from examination of the prototypes 
available. 


In the case of the larger types, the explanation is of course very 
simple: it is known that there were several identical handstamps of the 
Framed Type E.5, while it is also evident that the slightly larger Framed 
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Type E.6 was produced from the same mould as the former. On all these E.5 
and E.6 handstamps, the shape and size of the inner Monogram were identi- 
cal, with the result that, after removal of the frame, the first impressions 
secured in the earliest stage of use of these handstamps in Unframed condi- 
tion would show no difference at all, and all of them would normally have 
to be listed as one single type. 

But, and we now come to a typical peculiarity of Armenian philately, 
these handstamps of identical shape and size did not keep their original 
form for more than very few days, more probably very few hours. Being 
all made of flexible rubber, they deteriorated, their shape expanded and 
became distorted; this deterioration, expansion and distortion assuming 
different shapes on each handstamp, according to the degree of care—or 
carelessness—of the worker using it, and to his general handling of his, 
tool (as distinct from the ‘‘human factor’’ appearing on each strike). 


Thus, these various handstamps, identical at the start, became, very 
quickly entirely different types, easily separated by their distinctive 
characteristics. Almost all of them promptly developed a serif at the end 
of the top arm, but this serif took different shapes and sizes on each hand- 
stamp; some of them developed a thickening of the foot of the diagonal, 
while others did not; again, some of them underwent marked changes in 
the shape and thickness of the tail, and in the direction and shape of its 
tip; in other cases, the tail would not change too much, but the top arm 
would become thicker; finally, there are also cases, due perhaps to lesser 
use, where the shape of the handstamp would not change appreciably, right 
up to its last worn Stage. 


The student is thus faced with the perhaps unprecedented necessity of 
having to devise a method of classifying handstamps which, in their earliest 
stage, are of a single type, but which, in later stages, sub-divide them- 
selves into quite a few entirely different types. 

Needless to say, this process of deterioration and distortion continued 
throughout the period of use of these handstamps, and some of them, at 
least, display several stages of wear distinct enough to raise doubts as to 
their common origin, 


The problem facing the collector in respect of the smaller sizes is 
comparatively easier; there can only be two reasons for this apparent excess 
of Unframed types in their earliest stage as compared with recognised 
genuine types of the Framed period: 

(a) some of the genuine types of the smaller sizes of ‘‘Framed Z’’s 
may have escaped detection so far; 

(b) it is possible that the total quantity of small sized Framed hand- 
stamps ordered in November, 1919, was not placed into use at that time. 
Some of them may have been kept as a reserve, and set aside later without 
having ever been used, when it was decided to introduce the larger size 
handstamps. This theory looks all the more probable as some of the small 
size ‘‘Unframed Z’’s, in their earliest stage, give extremely clear and neat 
impressions, such as one would expect from a handstamp that had never 
been used before. Nevertheless, this view should not be considered as final, 
and more research remains necessary before this problem can be disposed of. 


It must be stressed here that the process of deterioration described 
above should not be confused with the effect of the ‘‘human  factor,’’ 
although it is undoubtedly a long-term result of same. The changes and 
differences mentioned are those noticeable on well-balanced impressions, 
with the ‘‘human factor’’ at its practical best. The vagaries of the ‘‘human 
factor,’’ which further complicate the work of the student, are covered 
separately in the following caption. 


(3) RANGE OF PLAY OF THE HUMAN FACTOR. 


The question of establishing what constitutes a ‘‘well-balanced’’ 
impression, good enough to be used as a basis in classifying the various 
types of handstamps, may appear extremely difficult at first sight, but 
becomes. more manageable if a satisfactory method of approach is devised. 
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In Caption (F) of the Philatelic Introduction to this work, a general 
description was given of the main differences in the outlook of an impres- 
sion, such as could normally be expected from different directions in the 
effort of the hand of the worker. 


Examination of any large block of ‘‘Unframed Z’’s will reveal examples 
of most or all of these various directions, combined with varying degrees 
of intensity of ink. Fig. 31 (page 75) illustrates such a block of 25 of 
Type E.1la in combination with a 60 kop. surcharge in Type E-I. A close 
examination of this block gives the following indications: 

(a) the worker was using an over-filled inkpad, and had therefore to 
apply his strokes as lightly as possible, thus often getting partial im- 
pressions only. Nevertheless, the impression was heavy, with a tendency 
to smudge (this particularly in the case of the 60 kop. surcharge); 

(b) he re-inked before the 1st, 5th, 11th, 15th, 19th and 24th strokes, 
or at an average of four strokes for each re-inking; 

(c) generally speaking, the effort of his hand was in a North-East 
direction, but nevertheless, due to the speed at which he was working, 
these 25 copies provide examples of most of the range of variations to be 
expected from the ‘‘human factor’’ in the appearance of the impression; 

(d) looking in the first place for examples of a ‘‘well-balanced’’ im- 
pression, we find that stamps Nos. 2, 5, 8, 9, 14 and 19 in the pane all 
qualify to varying degrees. The best and clearest of these impressions is 
No. 14, which will therefore be considered as reproducing the true shape 
of the handstamp, and piaced as such in the central position of the chart 
depicting the ‘‘human factor’’ for this type (See Fig. 32, page 75); 

(e) around this ‘‘well-balanced’’ specimen, we shall now try to build 
a complete chart, placing each example in the position indicated by the 
effort of the hand of the worker, as follows: 


North-West North North-East 
West Centre East 
South-West South South-East 


The following result is obtained: 
North-West: No typical example, but stamp No, 1 is the nearest 
approach. 
North: Stamps Nos. 13, 16, 17, 18, 22, 28, stamp No. 17 
being the most typical. 
North-East: Nos. 3, 6, 12, 20, 21, 24, 25, stamp No. 20 being the 
most typical. 


West: No. 4. 

Centre: Nos. 2, 5, 8, 9, 14 and 19 (as explained above). 

East: Stamps Nos. 10 and 15, this latter being the most 
typical. 

South-West: No typical example. 

South: No. 7. 


South-East: No. 11. 


By placing the most typical example of each position around the 
central ‘‘well-balanced’’ impression, we obtain the chart illustrated in Fig. 
32, complete except for a South-West impression, which is missing on the 
block examined. 

({) the reason why the worker was evidently concentrating his effort 
in the North-East direction, as shown by the absence of any South-West 
stroke, is supplied by the aspect of stamp No. 4, the only one in the pane 
displaying a stroke in the Western direction. This item discloses that a 
defect was beginning to develop at the tip of the serif of the top arm, this 
defect showing on stamp No. 4 as a protruding line with two smaller pro- 
jections from the left hook of the Armenian letter ‘‘P’’ and from the 
diagonal right under, all tending to unite in a smudge. This defect in its 
initial stage provides a most valuable clue in determining the later stages 
of wear of this particular handstamp, as will be seen in the section of this 
work dealing with the type concerned (Type E.11a); 
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(g) a close examination of the 60 kop, surcharge will also prove 
enlightening: although in Type E-I, therefore with stops after the first 
“‘k’’ and the ‘‘60,’’ it will be noticed that 10 stamps only out of 25 show 
both stops; 11 other stamps show one stop only, while 3 stamps (Nos. 21, 
22 and 24) show no stop at all. Furthermore, 14 stamps only out of 25 
show traces of both letters ‘‘k’’; 6 stamps show only the ‘‘k’’ at right, and 
4 others the ‘‘k’’ at left, while stamp No. 20 shows no 60 kop. surcharge 
at all, and, if found alone, would normally have to be considered as a 
different value. The block shows, however, that this is not a case of a 
special 1 kop, stamp overprinted as such, but of a stamp sold at 60 kop. 
which failed to receive the proper surcharge, through oversight. All these 
imperfections being due to the over-flowing inkpad, which compelled the 
worker to strike much lighter than usual. 


Similar charts can be drawn for all other types of ‘‘Unframed Z’’s, 
and they will give the student a clear knowledge, not only of the range 
of variations to be expected in each type, but also of its main peculiar 
characteristics, and of its tendencies of distortion and change of shape 
through further wear. 


A further example of such a chart is given in Fig. 33 (page 75), this 
time of Type E.11b: a comparison between these two charts, which illustrate 
two types very similar in size and shape, and therefore likely to be con- 
fused for a single type, will show several characteristic differences between 
them, the most marked being firstly the pointed tips of the serifs in Fig. 33, 
contrasting with the square-edged tips in Fig. 32, secondly the thick 
triangular-shaped foot of the diagonal in Fig. 33, noticeably different from 
the shapes shown in Fig. 32, all of which are much nearer the original 
state, even in the case of the heavier and slightly triangular shape showing 
on stamp No. 4 in the pane of the latter. 

It is perhaps useful to stress here that Fig. 32 and 33 display in both 
cases intermediate stages of wear of Types E.1la and E.11b respectively, 
these in turn being two separate handstamps, both of Framed Type E.5, 
which, in their initial stage, right after removal of the frames, gave 
absolutely identical impressions (stages E.llaa and E.11ba, see Chapter 
VI), but took gradually increasingly different characteristics in the process 
of wear, 


(4) STAGES OF WEAR OF THE UNFRAMED HP MONOGRAMS. 


After eliminating the range of play of the human factor, through use 
of the charts described in the preceding caption, and having thus deter- 
mined the correct shape of ‘‘well-balanced’’ impressions, the student is 
faced with the task of assessing each of these ‘‘well-balanced’’ impressions 
to the particular handstamp from which they were produced, and of 
reconstructing the various stages of wear of each type in their proper 
chronological order. 


This is probably the most difficult part of the work, and the conclusions 
arrived at by the authors, and outlined in the following Chapters of this 
book, must be considered as tentative, and open to correction. A glance 
at the stages of wear of Types E.1lla and E.1ib (Fig. 35 and 36) will give 
the reader a clear idea of the extent to which the shape and size of a given 
type could be affected. With such striking changes in appearance, the 
possibility of assessing some intermediate stage of wear to the wrong type 
is always present, all the more so since most of the types were at the 
beginning absolutely identical, in shape if not always in size. 


The story of this process of deterioration is too long and complicated 
to be covered in a general way in this caption, but readers will find in the 
captions dealing with the various types a more detailed account and 
description of the successive stages of wear of each handstamp, as tentative- 
ly reconstructed by the authors. 


One point which should be stressed here is that these various stages 
followed each other at short interval, with the handstamp changing shape 
constantly, so that the whole range of variations found in a single type 
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RANGE OF PLAY OF THE HUMAN FACTOR. 
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Fig. 32. 
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Chart of Sub-Type E.11b 


covers a period probably not exceeding a few days, or perhaps a fortnight. 
This means that there is no question of expecting all values in the set to 
exist in all the various intermediate stages. The workers entrusted with 
the overprinting appear to have taken each denomination of the basic 
Russian stamps in batches, and, after overprinting a batch of sheets of a 
given value, to have switched to a batch of sheets of another denomination, 
according to the needs of the day. By this method, assuming that the 
batches of sheets of a few denominations overprinted on a single given day 
showed the same stage of wear of the handstamp, the batches of sheets 
of other values handled on the next day would already show the next stage 
of wear, and so on, until the handstamp ‘had to be discarded altogether as 
unserviceable, and replaced by another in better condition. 


Some stages, as for instance the trimming of Type E.1la, appear to 
have taken place while the worker was engaged in overprinting a batch 
of sheets of a single denomination, and he continued his work on the 
remaining sheets of that same batch after the trimming operation, without 
heeding the fact that the handstamp had acquired an entirely different 
shape (see Fig. 35, page 79). 


(5) METHOD OF CLASSIFICATION AND LISTING. 


The problems outlined in the preceding captions of this Chapter make 
it extremely difficult to devise a satisfactory method of classification and 
listing of the various handstamps of the Unframed HP Group. 


As regards CLASSIFICATION, the following system of numbering has 
been adopted: 


(a) A separate Serial Number has been given to each size of handstamp 
which, in its earliest stage, could be separated from other sizes, and identi- 
fied as a distinct Type by measurement or shape (Serial Numbers 11 to 18). 


(b) Sub-Types of each size, representing separate handstamps of same 
size, were allocated a First Serial Letter (Serial Letters ‘‘a’’ to ‘‘e’’), 
immediately following the Serial Number (lla, 11b, Il1c, etc.). It should 
be kept in mind, however, that, in their earliest stage, the various hand- 
stamps designated as Sub-Types lla, 11b, 11c, etc., are strictly identical, 
and can all be equally described as Type 11. 


(c) Stages of wear of each Sub-Type, that is, of each of the different 
handstamps of same size and shape, were allocated a Second Serial Letter 
(Serial Letters ‘‘a’’ to ‘‘z’’), immediately following the First Serial Letter 
(1laa, llab, llac, or 11ba, 11bb, 11bc, etc.). In these subsequent stages 
of wear, all these different handstamps of same size can of course be 
separated and ascribed to the actual handstamp (or Sub-Type) to which 
they belong, through peculiar characteristics or distortion caused by acci- 
dent or wear. 


(d) Cases of very late use, or of change of shape due to some inten- 
tional cause, have been allocated as Second Serial Letters the last letters 
of the alphabet (‘‘x,’’ ‘‘y,”’ “‘z’’), to distinguish them in a more characteris- 
tic way (Sub-Types Ilax, llay, 14x, etc.). 


As regards LISTING, there could be no auestion of listing separately 
the various stages of wear of each handstamp, since these could, in theory, 
be subdivided ad infinitum. 


The Check-List at the end of this Section is therefore limited to a 
separate listing for each individual handstamp identified, and this single 
listing must be understood to include all the stages of wear of the hand- 
stamp concerned. Specialists interested in collecting separately the various 
stages of wear can identify these by referring to the descriptions and 
illustrations given in Chapters VI and VII. 


The only exception to this rule will be found to be the very special 
case of Sub-Type Ila, in its stages lax and lIlay, when, after the trimming 
operation, it had taken an entirely different shape which makes it appear 
as a separate type. 
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In full, and.in its real shape. 


‘of impressions where the effort of the work 


One major drawback of the method of listing adopted is that the 
earliest stages of the various handstamps of same size, all of which are 
identical (for instance, the prototype 11, which covers Sub-Types 1laa, 
liba, llca, 11da and llea) are not given a separate listing. In fact, such 
prototypes are, as a rule, very scarce, and unlikely to come by on all 
values, due to the rapid deterioration of the handstamps concerned. Under 
the circumstances, such separate listing would have been largely hypo- 
thetical, or else limited to fewer denominations than the later stages of 
wear of each sub-type of the same size. Collectors interested can concen- 
trate on such a separate collection of prototypes on the basis of the illustra- 
tions in Chapters VI and VII, but will find the undertaking more arduous 
than a collection of the various stages of wear. ° 


(6) IDENTIFICATION MARKS OF EACH TYPE. 


fe Che selection of a satisfactory method of description of the various 
Types of Unframed HP Monograms is another problem of considerable 
difficulty. The absence of frame-lines, the range of play of the human 
factor in the shape and size of the Monogram, and the gradual expansion 
of this latter through wear defeat any attempt at accurate measurement. 
The same reasons prevent any detailed description. which could be con- 
sidered as a permanent guide. 


The identification marks given hereunder in the captions dealing with 
each type must perforce, under the circumstances, be considered as no more 
than indications of a very approximate nature. These indications should 
not be used alone, but only in conjunction with the illustrations of the 
various stages of wear of each type, and with a good grasp of the range of 
variations caused by the human factor. Unless these three elements are 
considered together, results are bound to prove misleading in many cases. 
Even if heed is paid to all, there will still remain a core of examples defy- 


ing classification, which will have to be dumped into the non-collectable 
category. 


The identification marks selected are the following: 


(a) The total length of the Diagonal, as showing on well-balanced 
complete impressions; this may vary up to 1 or 2 millimetres or more on 
copies heavily affected by the human factor; 


_ (b) The length of the Diagonal as measured between the intersection 
points of the Top Arm and of the Tail. Theoretically, this measurement 
should prove constant, as it covers the inner part of the Diagonal, at a 
place which cannot be appreciably affected by the human factor. Never- 
theless, even this indication will show fractional variations, due to the 
varying thickness of the Top Arm and the Tail on heavy or light impres- 
sions, while it also has another serious drawback, this being that the 
measurement will be found to be practically identical on some different 
types, thus proving of no use in separating these particular types. 


_ (c) The shape of the Serif developing at the end of the Top Arm: this 
will be found to be a most useful guide in separating well-balanced im- 
pressions of some types in their late stages of wear, but will prove of no 
help at all in dealing with early impressions, where the serif will be almost 
non-existent. Furthermore, this clue must be used with discrimination, as 
it may prove misleading on copies where the weight of the human factor is 
towards the bottom of the overprint, thus preventing the serif from showing 


(d) The shape and thickness of the Foot of the Diagonal: this, will 
often prove a guide no less useful than the serif of the top arm, but, here 
again, it may lose a good deal of its value in the case of top-heavy im- 
pressions, where the bottom of the design has not printed in full. 


(e) The shape and tip of the Tail: again with reservations in the case 


cer’s hand has appli 
the left of the handstamp. se Came Rete! goa 
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({) A few types (such as Types E.1lax and E.14) display some 
peculiar characteristics which allow identification without difficulty. Where 
such characteristics can be found, they are of course emphasised in the 
text. 

As in the case of the Framed HP Monograms, the measurements, given 
in this Unframed group are for the earlier stages of use of each handstamp. 
Due to expansion of the rubber, the overall size of each type has a 
tendency to increase in the later stages of wear, as is apparent from the 
illustrations. 


(7) KEY TO THE “‘HP’’ MONOGRAM. 


The following key may prove useful to readers for the correct identifi- 
cation of the various parts of the ‘‘HP’’ Monogram, referred to in the 
preceding caption, and in other Chapters of this work. 

Key to the ‘‘HP’’ Monogram Component parts of the 

‘“*HP’? Monogram. 


Armenian letter ‘‘Ho’’ (A) 
in one of several forms of Capital 
Script. 


4 


Armenian letter ‘‘Pure’’ (P) 
in lower case Script. 


1. Top Arm. 7. Foot of Diagonal. 11. Tip of Tail» 

2. Serif of Top Arm. 8. Intersection point 12. Loop of Tail. 

3. Head of Serif. of Top Arm. 13. Left Hook of ‘‘P’’. 
4. Tip of Serif. 9. Intersection point 14. Serif of ‘‘P’’. 

5. Diagonal. of Tail. 15. Right Hook of ‘‘P’’. 
6. Head of Diagonal. 10. Tail. 


CHAPTER VI. 


THE LARGE UNFRAMED HP MONOGRAMS 


HE Unframed Monograms brought into use in February, 1920, were 
ie limited to the central devices of the former Framed Types E.5 and 

E.6 (Group of Unframed Types 11), plus Type E.4 (Group of Un- 
framed Types 12). 


In their earliest stage, the various handstamps of each of these two 
Groups were practically identical, and cannot be separated individually. 
It is only when they began to wear that each handstamp developed defects 
and features of its own, which make identification possible. 


(1) GROUP OF UNFRAMED TYPES 11. 


This Group consists of the central clevices of the Framed Types E.5 and 
E.6, and is believed to include five handstamps, all of identical size and 
shape in their earliest stage (See Fig. 34). 
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Their characteristics are as follows: total length of the 
diagonal 9} mm., length of the diagonal between the intersection 
points of the top arm and of the tail 44 mm. General shape of 
the HP device practically the same as on Framed impressions, 
with no serif at the tip of the top arm (except for the usual e." 
slight curve downwards), a thin regular foot to the diagonal, oa 
and a thinnish shapely tail, with its tip pointing upwards. Fig. 34 


Impressions showing this earliest state are very scarce. The 
deterioration of the handstamps started almost immediately, probably in 
a matter of hours, and each of the various handstamps concerned took the 
forms and characteristics which transformed it into an identifiable Sub- 
Type, as described hereunder. 


(2) ERIVAN SUB-TYPE E.11a (Fig. 35, also pages 65 and 75). 


EE 8 gw 


Elia) E.Wab Ellac Elled EMae 


TRIMMING OPERATION Edtex E.tay 


Fig. 35. 


This particular handstamp had a most adventurous history, which has 
already been briefly referred to in caption 3 of the preceding Chapter. 


As will be seen from the set of illustrations of its various stages of 
wear, it promptly developed at the tip of its top arm a serif of peculiar 
type, the head of this serif consisting of a not-too-marked protuberance 
with a square-shaped top, while its tip shows a marked thickening, with 
a clear square-shaped diagonal ending. (Stage 1lab). Shortly after, part 
of the rubber of the left hook of the ‘‘P’’ began to break away, and the 
same tendency appeared at the left end of the square-shaped tip of the serif. 
With time, these loose pieces of rubber tended to join each other and 
resulted in blotches of varying forms (Stages 1lac, 1lad, llae). In an 
effort to avoid these blotches, the worker endeavoured for some time to 
hold his handstamp to the right, so that its S.W. end should touch the 
stamps as lightly as possible. As a result of this intentional shift in the 
direction of the ‘‘human factor,’’ most of the impressions from these stages 
show at right, or at times at the N.E. corner, a thick triangle of ink, which 


is the impression from the edge of the handstamp held in a slanting posi- 
tion. 


In the end, the worker decided that he had to do something about it, 
so he evidently took out his pocket-knife, and igave four incisions to the 
handstamp, removing all the deteriorated parts at its four extremities, after 
which he also presumably cleaned its centre, and restored it to a good 
working condition (See Fig. 35, Stages of Trimming operation). 


This incident appears to have taken place while the worker was over- 
printing with handstamp E.11a, in Violet, a batch of sheets of the Imperf. 
Ik., which had previously received a 60k. surcharge, in Black, in the 
Hrivan Type E-Il. This conclusion is suggested by the fact that stage 
Ilae of the handstamp has only been seen so far on this. particular stamp, 
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and in Violet. Then, after the trimming operation, the worker must have 
continued to work on the same batch of stamps, as the cleanest impressions 
of stage 1lax are again found in Violet, on the same basic stamp, and with 
the same type of Black 60k. surcharge. While overprinting the balance 
of this batch, the worker appears to have held the handstamp upside down, 
as all impressions seen had an inverted Monogram. 


After dealing with the batch of 1k. stamps, the worker appears to have 
overprinted with this same handstamp a number of sheets of the Perf. 
7 roubles, using the Violet inkpad again, and also a quantity of the Imperf. 
1k. already surcharged 60k, with the Erivan Type E-I in Black. However, 
in the case of this latter value, he apparently no longer used the Violet 
inkpad, as all copies seen had the 1lax overprint in a very pale and diluted 
grey-black. 


What happened after is a matter for conjecture, but the most likely 
explanation is that the official in charge became aware of the treatment 
inflicted to the handstamp by the worker, and that, although the impres- 
sions from the trimmed handstamp were much clearer than the smudgy 
prints which had preceded the trimming, he decided that the shape of the 
HP device was no longer the correct one, and ordered that the handstamp 
be set aside. One thing looks certain, this being that the handstamp was 


not used subsequently for overprinting further stocks of sheets held by the 
Post Office. 


It would appear, however, that it was used occasionally at the counter 
for the purpose of overprinting stamps brought by the public. Copies seen 
of such counter use include the 1k. Perf. (without 60k. surcharge), and the 
4k. Perf., the overprint in these cases being of the normal Black colour. 
The possibility remains that even this limited counter use may have taken 
place on the day of the trimming, before the handstamp was discarded. 


In its initial stages (1laa to 1lad), Sub-Type E.1la is known in both 
Violet and Black on most values then available at the Erivan Post Office, 
including a number of shades of the basic stamps belonging to Group B, 
which are believed to have been sent back by up-country offices for over- 
printing. Among values which can definitely be identified as belonging to 
this Group B, the following may be cited: 


(a) 4k. Perf. with thin chalk lines, in rose (ref. db); 

(b) 4k. Romanov issue (ref. dd); 

(c) 7r. 1904 issue, yellow and black on vertically laid paper (ref. va); 

(d) 1k. Perf. (ref. aa) received from up-country offices without any 
60k. surcharge, and therefore overprinted simultaneously with Sub-Type 
E.1la and with a 60k. surcharge in Type E-I, from the same inkpad, one 


operation immediately following the other. Two varieties exist, due to use 
of two inkpads of different colours: 


(1) Monogram Sub-Type E.11a and 60k. surcharge Type E-I both in 
Violet (one of the rare instances known of a 60k. surcharge in Violet in 
conjunction with an HP Monogram, the other instance being Type E.18, 
Guava}? 

(2) Monogram Sub-Type. E.11a Inverted plus 60k. surcharge Type E-I 
in normal position, both in Black. 


Stage 1lae is known in Violet only, on the Imperf. 1k. with a previous- 
ly applied 60k. surcharge Type E-II in Black. Stages 11ax and llay, after 
trimming, have only been seen on the few values mentioned in the preced- 
ing paragraphs (also on 2k. Imperf.), but, due to the limited counter use 
noted, it is entirely possible that more denominations may exist, perhaps 
even on abnormal stamps, of the categories included in Group D. 


Cancelled-to-order copies of Sub-Type E.1la are reasonably common, 
and are mostly met with Erivan ‘‘m’’ postmarks. 


This handstamp does not appear to have been used during the seventh 
HH issue (1921). 
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(3) ERIVAN SUB-TYPE E.11b (Fig. 36, also Pages 65 and 75). 


SO Sole ees 


£.14(Ga) £.Mbb E.lbe Eli ba E.Atbe 
Fig. 36. 


This second handstamp of the Type 11 Group appears to have given a 
much better performance than the preceding one, and the main features of 
its process of deterioration are to be found in its development of an un- 
usually large serif at the end of the top arm, and in a marked thickening 
of the foot of the diagonal. The head of the serif of Sub-Type E.11b has 
a longer protuberance than E.1la, this protuberance having, generally 
speaking, a curved shape, in contrast to the square-shaped head of E.11a. 
The tip of the serif of Sub-Type E.11b consists of a single sharp point, 
again different from the square-shaped diagonal ending of E.lla. (Care 
must be taken when identifying copies where the human factor has played 
in a S.E. direction, as the serif often fails to print in full. in such cases, and 
may look half-way between E.1la and E.11b). 


The foot of the diagonal is another important clue in the detection of 
Sub-Type E.11b: it gradually expanded and took a typical triangular shape, 
more defined and thicker than E.lla. A similar, but somewhat less 
marked, thickening is also to be seen in the tip of the tail (See stages 11bb 
to 1lbe above). 


This handstamp is the commonest of the large Unframed Types, and 
is met on practically all values existing in the Erivan Post Office stock. 
It is usually found in Black, although a few values are known in Violet as 
well. It appears to have remained in use until the end of the Unframed Z 
period. 


Cancelled-to-order copies usually show Erivan postmarks. 


Sub-Type E.11b must not be confused with a very dangerous forgery 
which imitates it very closely (F.31), and which is often found in special- 
ised collections of Armenia, mixed with genuine specimens of E.11b. The 
main characteristics of the forgery are described in the relative caption of 
this Chapter, but the reader is reminded that the best clue to identification 
of the genuine type is that no two impressions look exactly alike, due to 
the human factor, while the forgeries were evidently printed with greater 
care, and all copies look practically identical. 


(4) ERIVAN SUB-TYPE E.11c (Fig. 37, also Page 65) . 


This appears to be still another handstamp of the 
Type 11 Group, which, for some unknown reason, 
was not used to the same extent as the two preceding 

ones. In fact, its initial use must have been very 

limited, because it kept its original shape almost in- 

tact, without the slightest trace of a serif at the end E.(1@a) E.iteb 
of the top arm. It must then have been stored away Fig. 37 

for a considerable time without being cleaned, and 

the dried ink accumulated on the edges of the design resulted in an overall 
thickening of the Monogram, without altering its original shape. Later, in 
the last days of the Unframed Z period, probably at the same time as Type 
E.18, it was brought again into use for the purpose of overprinting a stock 
of the Imperf. 5 roubles, and verhaps also some other rouble values. In 
this late stage, it is classified as E.11cb (See Fig. 37). 


Cancelled-to-order copies invariably have an Erivan ‘‘a’’ postmark. 


(5) ERIVAN (?) SUB-TYPE D.11d (Fig. 38, also Page 65). 


The status and history of this very scarce type have not yet been 
ascertained. Its general characteristics are practically identical in all 
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respects to those of other genuine handstamps of 
the Type 11 Group, and convey the conviction that 


it is genuine. 
As, however, the few copies seen so far were all 


in unused condition, it has been classified temporarily 

into the ‘‘Doubtful’’ category, and given a ‘‘D” D.ti@a) Dud 
identification number, until definite evidence is , 

secured in the form of used copies. Fig. 38 


The distinctive features of Sub-Type D.11d are as follows: it has no 
noticeable serif, although the tip of the top arm is somewhat thickened and 
rounded at top; the head and foot of the diagonal both have slightly 
rounded edges; the tail appears to have slightly shrinked, the span of its 
loop being somewhat narrower than on other handstamps of the Type 11 
Group, due to a slight distortion downwards of its right-side half; there is 
a constant smudge, roughly of triangular shape, above the head of the 
diagonal, due evidently to the edge of the handstamp showing on each 
impression. 


The foregoing description may cover no more than one stage of wear 
of this scarce type, and it is not excluded that intermediate stages between 
this latter and the original state of the handstamp may exist, and still have 
to be detected. 


Type D.11d has only been seen so far on some of the commonest values, 
in the typical shades of the original stock of the Erivan Post Office (10/7k. 
Perf. ‘‘ga’’, and 3k. Imperf. ‘‘ca’’). It is known in both Violet and Black, 
the ink being in either case identical to the quality used by the Erivan 
Post Office at that period. 


(6) ALEXANDROPOL SUB-TYPE A.1le (Fig. 39, also Page 65). 
This particular Sub-Type has been 


seen with Alexandropol postmarks only, 
and is therefore believed to have been 
exclusive to this city. 


Its size is the same as that of othe1 
handstamps of the Type 11 Group, but, A.1i(@0) Atel A.Mec 


due perhaps to less extensive use, the Fig. 39 
various parts of the HP Monogram, and 
particularly the diagonal and the tail, remained throughout its life much 
thinner than in other Sub-Types, as thin, in fact, as in its original state 
(See stages 1lleb, 1lec, in Fig. 39). 

Other distinctive features are the following: 


(a) it promptly developed a very long serif (34 mm. from head to tip) 
at the end of the top arm, but this serif remained much thinner than on 
Sub-Types E.11b or E.12a, and both its head and tip end in very thin 
sharp points (See Fig. 39, stages lleb, 1lec); 

(b) the foot of the diagonal ends in a thin sharp point, which more 
often than not fails to print in full; 


(c) the tip of the tail ends in a very thin, but marked curve upwards. 


Sub-Type A.1le has only been recorded so far on some of the higher 
denominations, from 50k. upwards, always in Black. It is one of the 
scarcer types, and a good deal of further research remains necessary before 
its full history can be established. It is possible that it may exist in further 
stages of wear, also on some of the lower denominations of the basic stamps. 


Sub-Type A.tle should not be confused with some intermediate 
impressions of Type E.12a (particularly in stage 12ac) which resemble it 
closely: apart from the serif of the top arm, which is always much longer 
in Sub-Type A.1le than in Type E.12a, another constant clue is the length 
of the diagonal between the intersection points of the top arm and of the 
tail, this being 44 mm, in the case of A.1le, but 34 to 4 mm. only in the 
various intermediate stages of Type E.12a. 
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(7) GROUP OF UNFRAMED TYPES 12. 


Logically, this Group should consist of a single handstamp, this being 
the inner device of the Framed Type E.4. Unfortunately, this type appears 
to be practically non-existent in its original Unframed state, and the authors 
cannot say that they have seen a single example which could be identified 
with certainty as being identical to the HP Monogram of the Framed Type 
E.4. 

Instead, the student is faced with a large amount of material of varying 
sizes and shapes, some of these sizes being equivalent to those of the inner 
HP device of Type E.4, but with different shapes and characteristics, while 
some other sizes are smaller than Type E.4, but retain more of its, charac- 
teristics. The matter is further complicated by the existence of two very 
dangerous forgeries (F.38 and F.39), closely imitating the shapes of the 


‘genuine overprints, and which, due to their remarkable similarity, are often 


confused by collectors with the genuine article. 


The total length of the diagonal of the inner HP device in the Framed 
Type E.4 was 9 mm., and its length between the intersection points of the 
top arm and of the tail was 44 mm., due to the fact that the tail branched 
from the diagonal nearer its foot than on the equivalent Unframed types. 


Genuine copies falling into the general classification of the Group of 
Unframed Types 12 will, however, be found as a rule to have the charac- 
teristics of one or the other of the following two main subdivisions: 


(a) Stamps with a straight diagonal measuring between 9 and 10 mm. 
(the larger length due evidently to wear), and with the tail branching from 
the diagonal 3 mm. above its foot (as against 2 to 2 mm. in Type E.4), 
with the result that the length of the diagonal between the intersection 
points of the top arm and of the tail is reduced to 4 mm. only (instead of 
44 mm. in Type E.4); or 


(b) Stamps with a more or less wavy diagonal measuring between 8 
and 9 mm. (as against a clear 9 mm. in Type E.4), with the tail again 
branching from the diagonal 3 mm. above its foot, but with the length of 
the diagonal between the intersection points of the top arm and of the tail 
reduced to 3} mm. (instead of 44 mm. in Type E.4). Stamps with these 
characteristics also show the tail distinctly narrower than on Type E.4, 
due to a contraction of the span of its loop caused by a marked curve down- 
wards before the final upward curve of its tip. j 


(The characteristics of the two forgeries F.38 and F.39 will be found 
in the relative caption of the present Chapter.) 


As will be seen from the foregoing descriptions, and from the illustra- 
tions given in the next caption of this Chapter (Fig. 40, stages 12ab and 
12ac showing the straight diagonal of subdivision ‘‘a’’ above, while stages 
12ad and 12ae have the wavy diagonal of subdivision ‘‘b’’), the general 
appearance of each of these two subdivisions presents such striking differ- 
ences as to raise doubts whether they could be the product of a single 
handstamp. By the very fact that the prototype of this Group has not 
yet been met, it is not even possible to build up a theory on the probable 
succession of the various stages of deterioration and wear. 


Under the circumstances, and since Framed Type E.4 is thought to 
have consisted of no more than a single handstamp, the only logical way 
out at this imperfect stage of knowledge was to assume that the two main 
subdivisions of its Unframed counterpart were also the product of a single 
handstamp, which is dealt with hereunder under serial number E.12a. 


It must be stressed, however, that this is only a tentative classification, 
which should by no means be considered as final. There is a wide scope 
for further research in this group, not only for the purpose of detecting 
and identifying its prototype (or possibly prototypes), but also in the 
search of probable ‘‘missing links’’ showing the transition from one of its 
main subdivisions to the other, and the order of such transition. There is 
even a possibility of discovering further stages of deterioration and wear 
Material of this Group is reasonably abundant, and, when the whole story 
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has been unfolded, it is entirely possible that the conclusions reached will 
be very different from those suggested in this page. 


(8) ERIVAN SUB-TYPE E.12a (Fig. 40, also Page 65) . 


a a a a 


E.(2ab £.Qac E.i2ad 
Fig. 40 


E.j20e E,12ax 


Having decided, for the reasons outlined in the preceding caption, to 
merge into a single type the various shapes and sizes appearing to derive 
from the Framed Type E.4, the next step consists in suggesting an accept- 
able theory reconciling to some extent their apparent discrepancies, and 
establishing a tentative chronological succession of the various Stages 
involved. } 


_ The most likely alternative appears to be that the “straight’’ diagonals 
being a normal feature of all the HP Monograms, belong to an earlier stage 
than the ‘‘wavy’’ ones, and they have therefore been allocated the serial 
numbers 12ab and 12ac. What may then have happened is that the hand- 
stamp was subjected to some accidental treatment or pressure which 
resulted in some contortion or shrinkage of its shape. This treatment 
distorted the diagonal, giving it a ‘‘wavy’’ appearance, and incidentally 
reducing its total length when measured on a straight line basis, the reduc- 
tion being all the more noticeable as the foot of the diagonal had suffered 
also in the process, and was now curved to the left. This distortion affected 
in addition the tail of the Monogram, the span of its loop becoming 
narrower and more acute than before, and the projection upwards of its 
tip more accentuated (See Fig. 40, stages 12ad and 12ae). Should this 
reasoning prove correct, then Type 12a would be the only instance in the 
Unframed group where a handstamp would have shrunk to a smaller size 
in its later stages of wear, instead of becoming gradually larger. 


Type 12a is only known in Black, but is one of the commonest types 
of the Unframed group, and can be found on practically all values, avail- 
able at Erivan. It is believed to have remained in use throughout the 
Unframed Z period, then it appears to have been set aside while still in 
serviceable condition, as it re-appears again in March, 1921, at the time of 
the seventh HH issue, when it was used for some of the so-called Melik- 
Pashaev printings, where basic stamps of the Soviet period were simul- 
taneously overprinted with an HP Monogram and surcharged with another 
handstamp of the HH series. At this late stage, after months of ‘‘cold- 
storage,’’ it had taken the shape illustrated in Fig. 40 as Type E.12ax. 


The only value recorded so far of this late use is the following 
although others may exist: ( f 


100r. on 5r. Perf. with Type E.12ax in Black. 
Cancelled-to-order copies are limited to Erivan postmarks. They are 
common in stage E.12ax, but much scarcer in the earlier stages. " 
_ As explained in the preceding caption, two very dangerous forgeries of 
this type are known (F.38 and F.39). : 


(9) ALEXANDROPOL TYPE D.13 (Fig. 41, also Page 65). 


following: 
(a) total length of the diagonal: 10} mm.; 


(b) length of the diagonal between the intersection points 
of the top arm and of the tail: 4} mm.; D.13 


_ (c) the hooks of the Armenian letter ‘‘P,’’ on either side of Fig. 41 
diagonal, are more open and farther away from the diagonal 
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The main characteristics of this very scarce type are the Zz 


than on other recognised genuine types; their shape and size is identical 
with those of the Doubtful Alexandropol Framed Type D.9.; 

(d) the serif at the end of the top arm is very small, and limited to a 
negligible indentation upwards; 

(e) the foot of the diagonal, as well as the tail, are thick and shapely. 


Two examples of this Type are known to the authors, one of these 
with the same peculiar quality of Violet ink permeating the paper as, already 
recorded in the case of the Framed Type D.9 (on a 3k. Perf.), the other 
one printed with a Black ink not unlike the quality found on Unframed 
Type A.1lle (on a 1k. Savings). Both stamps are in used condition, each 
displaying parts of a different Alexandropol postmark, which, although 
not large enough to allow complete identification, appear to be genuine 
strikes of the ‘‘b’’ and ‘‘zhe’’ obliterators of that city, respectively. 


As, on account of these incomplete postmarks, the evidence available 
cannot be considered as absolutely convincing, the authors felt it preferable 
to allocate for the time being a ‘‘D’’ number to this Type, thus leaving its 
status in abeyance pending further research, although they have little 
doubt that it will prove genuine in the end. It should be stressed here 
that Type D.13 has all the appearances of being the Unframed state of 
Framed Type D.9, so that the origin of both types can be ascribed to 
Alexandropol, if they are ultimately established to be genuine, as is 
probable. 

Another point worth mentioning is that Type D.13, if genuine, must 
have been allocated to counter use at Alexandropol, on account of its 
existence on a copy of the 3k. Perf., no stocks of which were held at the 
Post Office of that city. 


Dangerous forgeries of Type D.13 are known (see F.36). 


FORGERIES OF THE LARGE UNFRAMED HP MONOGRAMS. 


Forgeries of Unframed HP Monograms can be classified broadly into 
those which are modelled closely on the original, and are therefore 
dangerous, and others, which have not been the subject of such careful work, 
and are usually easily discernible from the genuine overprint on account 
of shape or ink. 


In this Unframed HP section, the collector will see further evidence 
of the common origin of certain forgeries. In particular, there is the 
‘family’’ mentioned in Part One of this work, consisting, as readers will 
recall, of Types D-IV and D-IVx of the 60k. surcharges, and of Types 
D.1id, D.7 and D.8 of the Framed Monograms. This family has its counter- 
parts in the Unframed HP section, consisting of the types listed hereunder 
as F.31 and F.51. All these types were widely offered in London in the 
early 1920s as genuine, but it is significant that, since their transfer in Part 
One of this work to the ‘‘Doubtful’’ category, not a single piece of evidence 
in their favour has been produced to the authors. On the contrary, more 
aggravating evidence has recently accumulated against them, such as a 
copy of the Unframed F.31 in conjunction with a 60k. surcharge in the 
Forged Type E-I F.1 (see Part I, pages 5 and 47), and another example 
of the same F.31 impressed in Violet on a 7 roubles yellow and black and 
cancelled with the first forgery of the Erivan ‘‘m’’ postmark (see Part I, 
pages 6 and 38). Considering that this Unframed Type F.31 is also known 
in conjunction with 60k. surcharges in the ‘‘family’’ types D-IV_ and 
D-IVx, the authors feel that there is no longer any justification in giving 
this family the benefit of the doubt, and its Unframed members are there- 
fore classified in this section of the work as straight Forgeries. As men- 
tioned in Part One, the types in question were probably purchased directly 
from Armenia, as otherwise it is difficult to understand the claims, that 
were made at that time in support of their origin. 

Besides this particular ‘‘family,’’ there are other links between further 
forgeries in both the Framed and Unframed Sections, which show a common 
origin, and it is obvious that certain manufacturers of forgeries of Armenian 
overprints did not merely restrict their output to one size or design. 


85 


F.29. Total length of diagonal: 9 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 44 mm. 

An extremely dangerous forgery, the dull grey ink with which im- 
pressions are made being very similar to genuine overprints. The forgery 
is, nevertheless, easily recognised by its unduly large and prominent serif, 
which seems to have been emphasised by the gradual inclination of the 
forger’s hand to the left hand side. A further characteristic is the very 
short foot of the diagonal, while the loop of the tail is less curved than on 
genuine types. The hooks of the “‘P’’ are a good imitation of the genuine. 
No postmarked copies have been recorded. 


F.30. Total length of diagonal: 9 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 44 mm. 

A forgery frequently seen in both grey and violet inks, and is usually 
impressed most carefully, in an upright position, in the middle of the 
stamp. The main details of recognition are: (a) a very small, but distinct, 
serif at the head of the top arm; (b) a long left hand hook to the letter 
“Pp”; (c) a right hand hook that seems always completely filled with ink; 
and (d) a distinct curl to the tip of the tail. No postmarked copies have 
been recorded. 


F.31. Total length of diagonal: 8} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 4 mm. 

This forgery is referred to earlier in the Chapter during discussion of 
the genuine Erivan Sub-Type E.11b. It is a dangerous forgery, and the 
manufacturer has clearly tried his best to imitate the characteristics of the 
E.11b type. Most often, impressions are made in a dull black ink, and are 
usually carefully applied, very regularly, in the centre of the stamp. 
Examples are also seen impressed in a bright violet ink, though rather 
infrequently. The most obvious characteristic of this forgery is its square 
appearance. The serif of the top arm is very pronounced and very nearly 
reaches the serif at the left hand hook of the letter ‘‘P.’’ On many copies 
the points appear actually to be joined. The right hook of the ‘‘P’’ is 
joined in a complete circle, and more often than not, is completely enclosed 
in ink. The left hook of the ‘‘P’’ has a serif, while the genuine Type E.11b 
has none. Again unlike the genuine Type E.11b, the foot of the diagonal 
shows no unusual thickness, and does not continue further than to align 
with the tail; its shape is never triangular, as in the genuine. On the forgery, 
the tip of the tail shows a very clear thickening and ends abruptly—almost 
squarely, in fact. Most copies appear to have been manufactured during 
the same period, as each strike is very similar in characteristics—without 
any trace of the human factor at play—-and, in the case of black over- 
prints, always impressed in the same thick matt black ink. Copies are 
seen struck in company with Types D-IV or D-IVx of the 60k. surcharge, 
also with forged type E-I F.1 of same, on 1k. value. As reported above, 
a copy of this forgery in Violet is also known cancelled with the first forgery 
of the Erivan ‘‘m’’ postmark. 


F.32. Total length of diagonal: 9} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 5} mm. 

The general appearance of this forgery easily distinguishes it from any 
genuine type, in spite of the fact that the ink in which copies are usually 
impressed is very much like that used with genuine Monograms. Impressions 
are recorded in both dull grey and violet inks. The point of intersection 
of the tail with the diagonal, on the forgery, actually occurs at the foot 
of the Monogram. The tail shows only the slightest of loops, although there 
is an easily discerned upturned tip to it. There is only the slightest of 
serifs on the top arm. Copies of this forgery do not appear to be numerous, 
but so far, no postmarked copies have been recorded. 


F.33. Total length of diagonal: 10 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3} mm. 


This forgery, which abounds in the United States, is not dangerous. 
It seems to have been impressed on as many possible and impossible com- 
binations as the forger had material. It can be seen struck in bright violet, 
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dull grey, or matt black inks, sometimes with and sometimes without other 
false surcharges of the HH groups. In appearance it is very thick and 
upright, its prime characteristics being a very prominent serif on the top 
arm, the tip of which is always cut completely vertically. There is also a 
considerable thickness of the diagonal below the left hand hook of the ‘‘P.’’ 
The tip of the tail ends squarely and abruptly. Copies are noted cancelled 
by the second forgery of the Erivan ‘‘d’’ postmark and also applied on 
unoverprinted Arms types stamps genuinely used in pre-war times. 


F.34. Total length of diagonal: 9} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 4 mm. 


This forgery is somewhat similar to F.33. Copies are not too frequently 
seen and appear to be exclusively applied in a dull thin bluish-grey ink. 
Unlike F.33, the serif though quite prominent is clearly at an angle, and 
the tip of the tail ends in a point. No postmarked copies are recorded. 


F.35. Total length of diagonal: 103 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 44 mm. 


Not a dangerous forgery, primarily in view of its obvious lean to the 
tight. Applied in both dull grey and violet inks. The hooks of the ‘‘P’’ 
are characteristic, the left one being very wide and open, while the right 
hand one is narrow and usually completely filled with ink. This forgery 
is often found in company with false HH surcharges in efforts to create 
forgeries of later issues. No postmarked copies are recorded. 


F.36. Total length of diagonal: 9} mm. (see Page 65). 


Length ot diagonal between top arm and tail: 3} mm. 

An unusual forgery, but particularly dangerous as it happens to possess 
many of the characteristics of Type D.13. It is impressed in grey or deep 
violet ink, the latter perculating through the stamp to its reverse in the 
same way as in D.13. The top arm and the tail are particularly thick, 
while the diagonal is much thinner, in comparison. The left hand hook of 
the ‘‘P’’ differs from Type D.13 in being very long; in many copies it 
actually connects with the middle of the top arm. The foot of the diagonal 
is trimmed horizontally. No postmarked copies have been recorded. 


F.37. Total length of diagonal: 9} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3 mm. 


A common forgery, probably coming from the same source as F.33. 
Not dangerous, as it bears no resemblance to any genuine type. Applied 
in grey, black, and sometimes violet inks, usually on the centre of the 
stamp. Easily identified by the serif of its top arm, which does not 
descend below the arm at all, giving an unusual and easily seen point of 
recognition. Impressions vary in thickness considerably. This forgery has 
not yet been recorded postmarked, but has been seen applied with false 
HH surcharges in efforts, to make forgeries of later issues. 


F.38. Total length of diagonal: 8} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between. top arm and tail: 3} mm. 


This dangerous forgery is evidently an attempt to copy Type E.12a, 
which in many respects, it resembles. The appearance of F.38 is much too 
thick, and the wavy shape of the diagonal is accentuated rather too much. 
The tip of the tail curves upwards more sharply than in the genuine type, 
and the serif of the top arm is much too large and thick. No postmarked 
copies have been recorded. 


F.39. Total length of diagonal: 8 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3 mm. 


A second imitation of Type E.12a, in which both the top arm and the 
tail are far too undulating, when compared to the genuine type. The serif 
of the top arm is much thinner than on the genuine type, and at times 
fails to show at all. The left hand hook of the ‘‘P’’ is placed too low, 
the right hand one too high, and both are often filled with ink. The 
diagonal is thin, and looks almost straight in comparison with the marked 
wavy shape of Type E.12a. No postmarked copies have been seen. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


THE SMALL UNFRAMED HP MONOGRAMS 


HE Unframed HP Monograms of small size were brought into use 
i some time during March, 1920. They are often found on printings 

of the basic stamps which did not exist in the original stock of the 
Erivan Post Office, and which are believed to have been sent at that time 
by some Post Offices up-country to Erivan for overprinting (these print- 
ings are those described in Group B of Caption C of the Philatelic Intro- 
duction to this work). It is therefore possible that the decision to use 
once more these long-discarded small size Monograms, was prompted by 
the need for additional handstamps in order to deal with the tresh supplies 
of stamps just received. 

The source of origin of these fresh supplies is not difficult to imagine. 
It is reasonable to assume that stocks available in the districts of Erivan, 
Alexandropol, Karaklis and Delizhan, where the postal organisation had 
been functioning normally for a considerable period, had already been dealt 
with in the preceding months. In the first months of 1920, however, some 
important developments had taken place’in the south, where the latent 
state of warfare between Armenians and Tatars had flared up again on a 
considerable scale after the destruction of Verkhnie Akulisy. In March, the 
Armenian population of Nagorno-Karabagh rose against Azerbaijan, and 
an expeditionary force under General Dro was sent to that district to help 
the insurgents. Other Armenian regular forces cleared of guerillas the 
regions of Zangibazar and of Vedy, and all the stations of the railway line 
up to Shakhtakhty (see map, page 66). Simultaneously, and while still 
maintaining the fiction of an ‘‘independent’’ local Government, the district 
of Zangezur was practically incorporated into the administrative body of 
the country. 


The foregoing leads to the suggestion that ‘‘up-country stocks’’ 
returned to Erivan around April, 1920, were from these regions, that is 
from the Post Offices of Dyg, Giryusy, Katarskie Zavody and Megry in 
Zangezur, from those of Ararat, Arazdayan, Bash-Norashen and Shakhakhty 
on the railway line, and perhaps even from some localities in Nagorno- 
Karabagh (conceivably Shusha?) then under Armenian control. The region 
of Zangibazar had no Post Office, and there is no evidence that the Post 
Office of Beyuk-Vedy, in the Vedy district, had been operating in those 
troubled years, when that mountain lair, held by its Moslem inhabitants 
(mostly illiterate), had remained cut off from the outside world. 


The bulk of the quantities received came in all probability from 
Zangezur, and it is interesting to note that supplies of the 1k, value were 
of the Perforated stamp, which we know to have been available at the 
Giryusy Post Office, where it had been used for the production of the 
Zangezur provisionals described in Chapter IV. a 


One important feature of the small size Unframed HP Monograms is 
that most of them (with the exception of Type E.18) were in compara- 
tively good condition when their frame was removed. Some of them are 
even believed to have been in brand-new condition, and not to have been 
used at all during the Framed HP period. This, of course, facilitates con- 
siderably the work of retracing the story of each of these handstamps, since 
the student has at his disposal a substantial quantity of examples showing 
the prototype of each handstamp in its earliest stage, and can follow its 
process of deterioration without much hesitation as to its origin, and 
without any ‘‘missing links.’’ 


On the other hand, the student has, to face in this case a fresh difficulty 
which did not exist in the large size group, and which has already been 
mentioned in Chapter V, this being that there appear to be more hand- 
stamps of the Unframed small sizes than their Framed prototypes. Thus, 
the problem of identifying each Unframed handstamp with its Framed 
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predecessor is considerably complicated, all the more so as, owing to the 
smaller size of the HP device, measurements are very similar in most cases, 
and often prove of no practical help at all. 


This handstamp is believed to consist of 


(1) ERIVAN TYPE E.14 (EARLY STATE) AND E.14x (LATE STATE). 
the inner Monogram of the Framed Type 
E.1b. In the process of removing the frame, 


(See Fig. 42, also Page 65). 
ey with a knife, the worker appears Kx z & 
to have had a rather unfortunate movement, 
his knife evidently reaching the central part =“ Bult E.ihx 
of the HP Monogram, and making some slight Fig. 42 
incision across both hooks of the Armenian 
letter “‘P.’’ This incision shows clearly on all impressions from this hand- 
stamp, the left hook being partly cut into horizontally, while the right 
hook, by some curious development, was duplicated by an appendage of 
similar form, which shows as a fainter second hook right under the original 
one (See enlargement, Fig. 43) . 


These distinctive accidental characteristics allow imme- 
diate identification of this type, even when distorted by 
the human factor, without any recourse to measurements 
or to other clues. For the record, it may be added that the 
diagonal measures 6} mm. from head to foot, and about * ge 
3} mm. between the intersection points of the top arm and 
of the tail. 


Probably on account of its damaged appearance, this Fig. 43 

handstamp appears to have had a limited use during the 

period of the Unframed HP Monograms, as it is known on a few values 
only, and mostly in Violet ink. For this same reason, its shape did not 
change appreciably during this initial period of use, and there are practically 
no intermediate stages of wear to record, except perhaps for some variation 
in the length of the tail, which is more likely to be due to the human factor 
than to actual wear. 


Despite this limited early use, Type E.14 is reasonably common, as it 
was used to overprint what must have been a sizeable quantity of the 
Imperf. 1k., already surcharged previously in Black with the Erivan Types 
E-I or E-II of the 60k. handstamps. On this value, Type E.14 appears to 
have been applied exclusively in Violet. “ 


Any other value with this Type is scarce, quantities overprinted being 
presumably very small. As shown hereunder, few are known, although 
more may exist: 


(a) With Type E.14 in Violet: 5k. Imperf. 


70k. Imperf. 
(b) With Type E.14 in Black: 50k. Perf. 
5r. Imperf. 


Cancelled-to-order copies are not common, and limited to Erivan ‘‘m’’ 
markings. 


This handstamp appears to have then been discarded, perhaps when 
its defect was noticed, but it evidently was not destroyed, as it Te-appears, 
much later, during the fourth and seventh HH issues. By that time, it 
had taken the very characteristic shape illustrated as Type E.14x (see Fig. 
42), due to the dried deposits of solid ink matter accumulated along the 
edges of the design, which give it the appearance of an almost uncoloured 
inner Monogram surrounded by a thick black frame espousing its form. 
It will be noticed, however, that the defects on both hooks of the letter 
“P”’ are still clearly visible despite this altered appearance, and they allow 
immediate linkage of this late stage with its prototype. In these late 
periods of use, Type E.14x is invariably found.in conjunction with an 
additional surcharge, as follows: 
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(a) during the emergency period of the fourth HH issue, it appears to 
have been allocated to counter use (perhaps as an exceptional occurrence 
only), as it is known in Black on the 4k. Romanov with a 10r. surcharge 
in Type 2 (without HH Monogram). 

(b) during the seventh HH issue, it was extensively used in the pre- 
paration of the so-called Melik-Pashaev printings, when basic stamps of the 
Soviet period were simultaneously overprinted with an HP device and 
surcharged with another handstamp of the HH series. 


In this issue, it is only found in Black, the following values having 
been recorded: 
50r. on Ir. Perf. 
100r. on 34r. Perf. 
100r. on 5r. Perf. 
100r. on 7r. Perf. 
100r. on 10r. Perf. 


(c) Nor did its life end there, as it appears to have been used later 
still in 1921, in conjunction with ‘‘Star’’ type surcharges of the first ‘‘Star’’ 
issue. The extent of its use during this last period cannot yet be fully 
ascertained, and this chapter should repay further study. 


(2) ERIVAN TYPE E. 15a (Fig. 44, also Page 65). ¢ 


. 


zg ££ & 


E.\Sen E.lSob E.lSace E.tSad 
Fig. 44 Fig. 45 


This handstamp consists in all probability of the inner Monogram of 
the Framed Type E.1a, which, as will be remembered, had a very limited 
use during the Framed Z period. Its inner device was therefore in excellent 
condition, and early impressions of Type E.15a are very clear, and a 
perfect replica of the Framed prototype. 


The main characteristics of Type E.15a are as follows: the total length 
of the diagonal is 6}mm., and its length between the intersection points of 
the top arm and of the tail is 3 mm. The tail ends in a projection up- 
wards, and its tip is in the form of a sharp point (see enlargement, Fig. 
45), which distinguishes it from Type E.15b described hereunder. 


In its earliest stage (l5aa), this handstamp was evidently allocated to 
overprinting the stocks of Group B printings: received from up-country 
offices, as it is met most frequently on stamps in the distinct shades listed 
in said Group. Needless to say, these returned stocks must have included 
a whole range of the denominations then existing in the Russian Arms 
set, some of these denominations (those missing in the Group B list) being 
no doubt in the same shades as the Erivan stock. These were also over- 
printed with Type E.15a, so that practically all denominations can be found 
with this Type, which, for this operation, appears to have been applied 
exclusively in Violet. 


By the time these stocks had been overprinted, the handstamp was 
beginning to wear, and taking the shapes illustrated in Fig. 44 as stages 
l5ab and l5ac, with the body of the Monogram becoming thicker, and the 
projection upwards of the tail less marked. In these intermediate stages, 
it was used to overprint, this time in Black, a limited supply of rouble 
values in the normal shades of the Erivan stock (Group A), plus a sizable 
quantity of the Imperf. 3k. 


At a later period still, this handstamp, now in stage l5ad (see Fig. 
44), was used once more to overprint supplies of the higher denominations, 
from 60k. upwards. In this last stage, the Monogram, badly worn, looks 
much thicker and larger than before (length of diagonal up to 7; mm. or 
more), and prints in pale grey, with the accumulated deposits of solid 
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matter around the edges of its design showing as a very thin black frame 
espousing its form (this frame being much thinner than on Type E.14x). 
Occasionally, but not always, parts of the edge of the handstamp itself may 
show around the Monogram (as illustrated in Fig. 44), due to the human 
factor at play. 


Type E.15a does not appear to have been used during the seventh HH 
issue. 


Cancelled-to-order copies are rarely seen: they are limited to Erivan 
“m”’ postmarks in the early stages, and to Erivan ‘‘d’’ on stage 15ad. 


The bulk of the stamps overprinted with this Type was withdrawn 
from sale when the letter rate was raised to 5 roubles, and re-issued later 
with additional surcharges in roubles (second and third HH issues, q.v.) 


Dangerous forgeries of this type are known (see F.50, F.51 and F.52). 
(3) ERIVAN COUNTER TYPE E.15b (Fig. 46, also Page 65). 
This handstamp, which is of the same size and 
shape as Type E.15a, and should have been produced 
from the same mould, does not appear to have ever z 
been used in its original Framed condition. It may 
have belonged to a second Framed handstamp identi- 
cal with Type E.la, which had been set aside for Eisb  E.1Sbx 


the same reason which led to the discarding of this Fig. 46 
latter after a very limited use. 


The characteristics of Type E.15b are therefore similar to those of 
Type E.15a, with the diagonal measuring 64 mm. from head to foot, and 
3 mm. between the intersection points of the top arm and of 
the tail. The only distinctive feature is that, while the tail 
of Type E.15a ended in a sharp point upwards, the tip of the 
tail of Type E.15b affects the form of a diagonal projection 
with a clearly defined square-shaped ending (see enlarge- 
ment, Fig. 47) . 


Same as with Type E.15a, this handstamp also appears Fig. 47 
to have been allocated in the first place to overprinting (in 
Violet) some of the returned up-country stocks, as it is met on a few of 
their particular shades. Soon after, however, it is believed to have been 
transferred to counter use, as it is found on some of the scarcer denomina- 
tions which were not available in Armenian Post Offices during that period. 


Its limited use, evidenced by the apparent absence of intermediate 
stages of wear, is presumably to be ascribed to its being kept at the 
counter, for overprinting stamps brought in by the public. Its last stage 
(illustrated as Type 15bx), towards the end of the Unframed Z period, is 
characterised by a general thickening of the design, but without distortion, 
thus making identification easy. 


Cancelled-to-order copies seen had Erivan ‘‘m’”’ postmarks. 


(4) ERIVAN TYPE E.16a (Fig. 48, also Page 65). 


RK KR EB 


E.féan Ejléab E.igac Etbad El@ae E.t6at 
Fig. 48 


This handstamp shares with Type E.15b the particularity that its 
Framed prototype does not appear to have been used. Its earliest stage 
shows the Monogram in a brand-new condition, with all its features in 
their perfect original shape. Due, however, to its, extensive use, it gradu- 
ally deteriorated to a point defying recognition (see Fig. 48, stages I6aa 
to 16af). 
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In its earliest stage, illustrated above as 16aa, its main characteristics, 
are the following: the total length of the diagonal is 7 mm., and its length 
between the intersection points of the top arm and of the tail is 3 mm. The 
tail is very thin, and ends in a marked projection upwards with a sharp 
tip (same as in Type E.15a), but the span of the loop of the tail is 
narrower and much more acute, with an abrupt curve downwards before 
the final tip, in marked contrast to Type E.15a. The top arm looks also 
somewhat longer, due apparently to its ending in a sharp diagonal projec- 
tion downwards (which is not yet a serif), this projection being absent in 
Type E.15a. Altogether, in addition to its slightly langer size (as evidenced 
by its diagonal, which is } mm. longer than in Type E.15a), Type E.16a 
has a much “‘squarer’’ general appearance than Tyves E.15a or E.15b. 


Another distinctive feature of this earliest stage are the bits of the 
original frame showing in the shape of an inverted comma right opposite 
the tip of the top arm, and in the form of a circumflex accent above the 
head of the diagonal: presumably, when removing the frame with a knife, 
the incisions at these two spots were not deep enough, so that these two 
bits of frame appear on most copies. 


This defect appears to have been noticed after a short while, and was 
presumably corrected by removing the offending spots, at a time when the 
Monogram had not yet begun to distort through wear (see Fig. 48, stage 
16ab). 

Soon after, a serif began to develop at the tip of the top arm: in its 
initial form (stage 16ac), it consists of no more than a sharp point upwards, 
but it gradually thickened, its lower tiv becoming a large square-shaped 
protuberance ending in a sharp-edged diagonal, rather similar to the inter- 
mediate stages of Type E.1la (see Fig. 48, stages 16ad and 16ae). Simul- 
taneously, the foot of the diagonal also thickened noticeably, and took a 
triangular shape. The tail remained weak throughout, and the projection 
upwards of its tip, which was so clearly defined in stage 16aa, disappeared 
almost entirely, 

In its last stage of wear, this handstamp shows all the characteristics 
described in the preceding paragraph in an even more exaggerated form. 
Due to expansion of the rubber through extreme wear, the overall length 
of the diagonal reaches 84 mm. (as against 7 mm. in stage 16aa), while the 
extreme width of the Monogram, measured at bottom, is about 7 mm, 
(comparing with 4 mm. in stage 16aa), as shown on Fig. 48, stage 16af. 
Blocks, in this last stage display many variations in the shape and appear- 
ance of the Monogram, due to the human factor, but partly also, no doubt, 
‘to the fact that the rubber hardly had any power of resistance left, and was 
slowly disintegrating under the effort of the worker’s hand. 

The handstamp was presuambly discarded as unserviceable before the 
end of the Unframed Z period, as it does not re-appear in the HH series. 

Unlike most of the small size Unframed Monograms, Type E.16a was 
not used for stocks returned from up-country offices, as it is found exclu- 
sively on printings of the basic stamps known to have existed in the Erivan 
Post Office stock. It has been recorded on practically all denominations 
in normal use, and is one of the commonest Unframed tyves, particularly 
in its intermediate stages. 

In its early period of use, it was usually avplied in Violet (stage 16aa 
is only known in this colour) , but its later stages are invariably in Black. 


Cancelled-to-order copies are found with a variety of Erivan postmarks. 
(5) ALEXANDROPOL (?) TYPE A.17a (Fig. 49, also Page 65). 
The classification of the various stages of 
this type must still be considered as tentative, 
and subject to amendment in the light of the 
results of further research. It is believed that 


Type A.17a consists of the inner Monogram of A.\7(@a) Aijab A.‘Tac 
the Alexandropol Framed Type A.3, as, in its Fiz. 49 
earliest stage, its measurements and shape are 1B. 
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identical to this latter. The possibility remains, however, 
may actually be the Unframed version of the Alexandropol Framed Type 
A.2, as, although the Monogram of this type was somewhat smaller in its 
earlier stages, its measurements towards the end of its period of service in 
Framed condition had become gradually larger, and were approaching those 
of Type A.17a in its earliest stage. 


The task of reconstructing the whole story of Type A.17a is one of 
considerable difficulty, not only because this type is very scarce in its 
earlier stages, but particularly on account of the existence of an extremely 
dangerous forgery (F.40), imitating very closely the characteristics of its 
later stages, and as such uneasy to separate from genuine strikes. 


that Type A.17a 


_ In its earliest stage (illustrated in Fig. 49 as 17aa), the total length 
of the diagonal is 7} mm., and its length between the intersection points of 
the top arm and of the tail is 3] mm. There are no other characteristics 
worth mentioning, except that the Monogram is well-formed, appears to be 
m very good, almost brand-new, condition, and coincides in practically all 
respects with the inner device of the Framed Type A.3. : 


The next known stages (there may be unrecorded “missing links’’ in- 
between) , consist in the simultaneous development of the following defects: 

(a) a very small serif at the end of the top arm, with a rounded head, 
and a tiny, but sharp tip; 

(b) a protuberance in the form of a horn emerging from the left hook 
of the Armenian letter ‘‘P,’’ without reaching, however, the tip of the serif; 

(c) a tiny split at the foot of the diagonal, giving it a convex shape; 
es fe) a gradual moderate thickening of the whole body of the tail, with 
its tip taking more and more a triangular appearance. ‘ 

(See Fig. 49, stages 17ab and 17ac). 


Unfortunately, most of these distinctive characteristics are faithfully 
teproduced in Forgery F.40, except perhaps for the sharp lower tip of the 
serif, and the student must fall back on some other features of no easy 
recognition, such as the quality of the ink and the general appearance of 
the Monogram, in order to separate the wheat from the chaff. These 


features are described in the section of this Chapter dealing with the 
forgery. 


Type A.17a ranks amongst the scarcest of the Unframed group, and 
used copies are rarely seen. It is believed to have been used at Alexandro- 
pol, probably for counter work, as it has been recorded on a few shades 
of the basic stamps different from those available at Armenian Post Offices 
at that period. It is known in both Violet and Black, the former being 
again of the same peculiar deep colour permeating the paper, which has 
trae been associated with Alexandropol in.the cases of Types D.9 and 

Type A.17a is never met in conjunction with the seventh HH issue, 


which is not surprising, as Alexandropol was at that time under Turkish 
occupation. 


This handstamp offers a most interesting field for further study, and 
should well repay the attention of the specialist, } 


_(6) ERIVAN TYPE E.18 (Fig. 50, also Page 65). 


This handstamp is believed to be no other than the inner 
of the Framed Type E.3, which, as will be remembered, was in 
condition in the last stages of the Framed Z 


period. Presumably on account of its unser- 

viceable state, it does not appear to have been x = s&s 
used at the beginning of the Unframed Z 

period, as it is not known on any of the lower E.t18 = E.18 EAs 
kopek values. 


Monogram 
a very worn 


Fig. 50 
When, at a later stage, it was decided to ’ 


use it again, indications are that, after removing the frame, the inner 
device must have been carefully cleaned, and pethaps even slightly 
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trimmed, as, although its appearance on early Unframed impressions has 
the characteristics of a badly worn handstamp, the lines of the design on 
clearly printed copies look rather more distinct and thinner than on late 
impressions of the Framed period. 


These occasional thinner lines, particularly of the top arm and of the 
tail, leave open the possibility that this handstamp may have been the 
inner device of the Framed Type E.1c, rather than Type E.3, but this 
alternative seems ruled out by the invariably thick shape of the diagonal 
and of the hooks of the letter ‘‘P,’’ mostly merged together in the same 
solid and indistinct way as on late impressions from Type E.3. 


The diagonal of Type E.18 measures 74 mm. when showing in full, but 
most copies will fall short of this figure, due to imperfect printing. The 
distance between the intersection points of the top arm and of the tail is 
about 3 mm, on clearly printed copies, but, here again, the count will 
usually yield different results, on account of the heavy impression given by 
the worn handstamp. Despite these discrepancies in measurement, this 
type is one of the easiest to identify, due to its general appearance, which is 
very different from all other types, as will be seen from the illustrations in 
Fig. 50. There is no suggestion of a serif at the end of the top arm, the 
diagonal is much thicker than on other Unframed types of similar size, the 
hooks of the ‘‘P’’ always form a solid mass with it, while the tip of the 
tail, which ends in a shapely curve upwards on many copies, will be found 
to be entirely missing on some others (see Fig. 50). 


The occasion on which this type was brought back into service appears 
again to have been the receipt from up-country offices of a substantial 
quantity of 1k. stamps, both Perforated and Imperforate, all of them with- 
out any prior 60k. surcharge. (This absence of a 60k. surcharge suggests 
again that the stamps had been returned from the Zangezur district). This 
batch was therefore overprinted with Type E.18, and converted at the same 
time into a 60k. denomination by using handstamp Type E-I for the Per- 
forated sheets, and handstamp Type E-II for the Imperforate lot. At the 
beginning, the worker used Violet ink for a while (on part of the Perforated 
stock), then switched to Black, in both cases very diluted mixtures, giving 
paler impressions than normally found on other types. Perhaps the worn 
state of the handstamp played its part in this appearance. 


By the very fact that the overprinting and surcharging of the 1k. 
stamps had to be done simultaneously, one operation following the other 
sheet by sheet, the worker used the same inkpad for both, with the result 
that the 60k. surcharges are in the same colour as the Monogram. This 
is therefore one of the two recorded instances (the other one being Sub- 
Type E.1la) of Violet 60k, surcharges in conjunction with Violet HP 
Monograms, or, for that matter, with any Monograms at all. Although 
Violet 60k. surcharges had been produced in the earliest period (Oct. 1919), 
that little quantity had been used up in full before the introduction of the 
Framed HP Monograms, and is not found in conjunction with them. 


After dealing with this batch of 1k. denominations, Type E.18 was 
further used to overprint some quantities, of the rouble values, all of them 
in the normal shades of the Erivan Post Office stock, although some or all 
of these may also have been returned from the same up-country offices. 
Although it is reasonable to assume that these rouble values were over- 
printed to meet the newly enforced rate of 5 roubles for ordinary letters, 
they were apparently superseded by the first surcharges of the HH set 
before stocks had been completely exhausted, and the remaining quantities 
were withdrawn from sale, as some of these were re-issued later with addi- 
tional 50r. and 100r. surcharges at the time of the second and third HH 
issues. 


While the batch of Perf. 1k. stamps was being dealt with, one sheet 
at least must have been overprinted upside down, as copies are known with 
Type E.18 inverted and, simultaneously, with inverted 60k. surcharge at 
top of stamp (both in Black) . 
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Values recorded with Type E.18 are as follows: 


60k. Type E-I in Violet and Type E.18 in Violet on 1k. Perf. 

60k. Type E.-I in Black and Type E.18 in Black on 1k. Perf. 
(normal, also inverted) . 

60k. Type E-II in Black and Type E.18 in Black on 1k. Imperf. 

ir. Imperf., with Type E.18 in Black. 


34r. Perf., with Type E.18 in Black. 
5r. Imperf., with Type E.18 in Black. 
7r. Perf., with Type E.18 in Black. 
10r. Perf., with Type E.18 in Black. 


In addition, a few copies have been seen of the following values, which 
may be an indication that this handstamp was used occasionally at the 
counter: 

15k. Perf., with Type E.18 in Violet. 
50k, Perf., with Type E.18 in Violet. 
1k. Savings, with Type E.18 in Violet. 


Apart from the case of the 60/1k. Perf. listed above, no other example 
of Inverted Monogram has been seen with this type, an occurrence unusual 
enough to deserve mention. 


After this short term of service, Type E.18 appears to have been dis- 
carded for good, as it is not known on any of the basic stamps belonging 
to the sixth and seventh HH issues. 


Used copies of this type are frequently met with, mostly cancelled-to- 
order with the Erivan ‘‘a’’ postmark. 


FORGERIES OF THE SMALL UNFRAMED HP MONOGRAMS. 


F.40. Total length of diagonal: 7} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3} mm. 


This is an extremely dangerous forgery, as it has obviously been care- 
fully copied from the genuine Type A.17a. It is known in both black and 
violet. Copies of F.40 may be discerned from Type A.17a in the following 
ways: 

(a) Impressions of the forgery are carefully made, and variation due 
to the “‘human factor’’ is very small indeed; 

(b) In the case of impressions in black, the ink is thick and often 
leaves a deposit of a darker colour round the outside of the impression; 

(c) The head of the serif on the top arm of the forgery is generally 
too large and heavy when compared with the genuine type; 

(d) There is an absence of the tiny split up the foot of the diagonal 
found on the genuine, although it is important to mention that on the 


forgery a split horizontally is sometimes found running across the foot of 
the diagonal. 


The forger has correctly incorporated the horn-like protuberance coming 
from the left hook of the letter ‘‘P’’, and has likewise provided the forgery 
with a wide, splayed, tip to the tail which finishes abruptly, in the same 
way as in the genuine overprint. This gives a triangular appearance to the 
tail as a whole. Despite all these points of similarity, however, the composi- 
tion of the ink, coupled with a knowledge of the carefully applied impression 
associated with this forgery, should not give the collector cause for wrong 
identification. A further clue recommended to the collector is to check the 
shades of the basic stamps met with this type, because the majority, but 
not all, of the examples seen with this forgery were on late printings of 
the Arms types stamps, in combinations of shades which are never found 
with genuine Armenian overprints. 


F.41. Total length of diagonal: 7} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 24 mm. 
A common forgery, found especially in the United States, and not 
regarded as unduly dangerous. It has been used in almost every possible 
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capacity in efforts to trade it off as genuine. Copies are found by them- 
selves; with other forgeries of HH surcharges so as to manufacture later 
issues; in Conjunction with the bogus postmarks described on Page 38 of 
Part One of this handbook;’ and cancelled, singly or on piece, with the 
second forgery of the Erivan ‘‘d’’ postmark. Examples are seen in com- 
pletely matt black ink, grey ink of less consistency, and in ink of a bright 
violet shade. In appearance; F.41 does not look like any of the genuine 
overprints, though in absence of other material it might possibly be con- 
fused with Type A.17a. It possesses as a rule, a heavy, upright appearance, 
The serif on the top arm has a head which ends vertically, in a peculiarly 
abrupt manner. The tip of the tail curls right round. 


F.42. Total length of diagonal: 74 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 34 mm. 


Not a dangerous forgery, and exactly similar to the Framed forgery 
F.6. It is more than likely precisely the same forged handstamp but with 
frame removed. Prime characteristics are the very large left hook of the 
letter “‘P’’, curling back until it nearly reaches the diagonal again; the 
thick undulating tail; the complete absence of any serif on the top arm, 
whatsoever; and the foot of the diagonal, which, with the tail, meets at 
a sharp point. No postmarked copies are recorded, but specimens are 
seen utilised with other false HH surcharges in efforts to create later issues, 


F.43. Total length of diagonal: 7} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3 mm. 


An unusual forgery, which can be quite dangerous. It might be 
confused with one of the intermediate stages of Type E.16a, or with the 
earliest state of Type A.17a. Usually it is applied in thin grey-black ink, 
not unlike the genuine Erivan quality. It can be easily distinguished by 
the left hook of the letter ‘‘P’’, which makes an unusually wide curve when 
complete, but in many copies, this hook has broken and shows, only a dot 
where normally would be its curl. The forgery also has a prominent head 
to the serif on the top arm. No postmarked copies have been recorded. 


F.44. Total length of diagonal: 74 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3 mm. 


A poor attempt at forgery, easily distinguished by the completely 
wrong shape of the left hook of the letter ‘‘P’’. No postmarked copies ate 
recorded. 


F.45. Total length of diagonal: 7 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 2 mm. 


A common. forgery, manufactured evidently with the intention of 
copying Type E.16a. Prime characteristics are a very prominent foot to 
the diagonal, which is quite thick—much more so than in the early stages 
of Type E.16a—and very distinctive. The forgery has a very wide left 
hand hook to the letter ‘“‘P’’ (compared to the narrow hook on the genuine 
overprint) which is often completely filled with ink. No postmarked copies 
are recorded. 


F.46. Total length of diagonal: 7 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3mm. 


Another common forgery to be found in this country, quite unlike any 
of the genuine types of overprint. It is easily recognisable by the very 
thick and characteristic tail. The right hand hook of the letter ‘‘P’’ is 
abnormally large, and overall, the forgery gives a very short and square 
appearance. Nearly all impressions are applied carefully, and have a very 
similar appearance. Copies have not been recorded postmarked, and only 
appear to be impressed with a thin greyish ink. 

F.47. Total length of diagonal: 7 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3 mm. 

An easily distinguished forgery. Like its companion among the 

Framed forgeries (F.17), it never suffers from any variation due to the 
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“human factor’, and is either applied in shiny jet black ink, in a thin 
greyish-black mixture, or in a deep violet coloured ink. F.47 bears hardly 
any points of resemblance with genuine overprints. The shape of the 
letter ‘‘P’’ is completely wrong, and the top arm carries an artistic serif, 
which owes little to the genuine monogram. Copies have been seen post- 
marked on piece, and singly, with the second forgery of the Erivan ‘‘d’’ 
postmark. 


F.48. Total length of diagonal: 7 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3 mm. 

A forgery infrequently seen which, compared with its size, has a very 
thick diagonal, top arm and tail. The hooks of the letter ‘‘P’’ are usually 
very indistinct, the left hand one beginning far too low, almost at the level 
of the tail, This forgery is often found on 1k. stamps without a comple- 
mentary 60k. surcharge. No postmarked copies have been recorded. 


F.49. Total length of diagonal: 7 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 2} mm. 


A small forgery, rather recalling F.45. It is usually impressed in violet 
ink which percolates through the reverse of the stamp. Impressions are not 
very clear and are usually heavily overinked, resulting in the hooks of the 
letter ‘‘P’’ becoming filled with ink. Important characteristics are that the 
top arm meets the diagonal at a point 2 mm. below the top, and the tail 
also meets the diagonal correspondingly high. No postmarked copies have 
been seen. 


F.50. Total length of diagonal: 6} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 2} mm. 


F.50 is not modelled very closely on any of the genuine types. Its 
main characteristics are as follows: 

(a) It is usually impressed in a thick mixture of grey black ink; 

(b) It is carefully applied in the centre of the stamp, with hardly any 
variation due to the ‘‘human factor’’; 

‘(c) The left hook of the letter ‘“‘P’’ fails to join the diagonal until two- 
thirds of the way down. The tip of the left hand hook frequently touches 
the diagonal a second time. 

(d) The tail is comparatively straight, without a curl to the tip; 

(e) There is a small protuberance at the curve of the right hand hook 
of the letter ‘‘P’’. 


No postmarked copies have been recorded. 


F.51. Total length of diagonal: 64 mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3 mm. 


This most dangerous forgery comes from the same source as F.31, and 
belongs to the same ‘‘family’’ as Types D-IV and D-IVx of the 60k. sur- 
charges, and Types D.1d, D.7 and D.8 of the Framed Monograms. It is 
usually impressed in greyish-black ink, and is a good imitation of the 
genuine Type E.15a in its early stages. Close examination will reveal the 
following differences between the forgery and the genuine: 

(a) In its earliest stage (E.1l5aa), the genuine type exists in Violet 
only, while the forgery is usually impressed in black; 

(b) The top arm of the forgery looks slightly longer than the genuine, 
and its tip is markedly thicker, giving the whole Monogram a _ squarer 
appearance than Type E.15a; 

(c) The hooks of the letter ‘‘P’’, although correctly placed (unlike 
F.50), are thicker and further apart from the diagonal than in Type E.15a; 

(d) The tail is shapely, and there is a distinct curl to the tip. This 
clue will prove of no help in discerning the forgery from Tyve E.15a (which 
has an identical tail), but will be found useful in distinguishing the forgery 
from the earliest stages of the genuine Type E.16a, with which it also has 
some resemblance, particularly on account of its squarer general appearance. 
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In its earlier stages (E.16aa and E.16ab), the genuine type has a more 
irregular tail, with a narrower and more acute loop. 


No postmarked copies have been recorded. 


F.52. Total length of diagonal: 64 mm. (see Page 65) . 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 2} mm. 


A forgery which is very small, and very similar to F.51. The 
impression, however, is not so clearly defined, and copies are usually to 
be found in violet ink. There is a small serif on the top arm, but there is 
no curl to the tip of the tail. These characteristics will allow the collector 
to distinguish it from the genuine Types E.15a, E.15b and E.16a. No 
postmarked copies have been seen. 


F.53. Total length of diagonal: 7} mm. (see Page 65). 
Length of diagonal between top arm and tail: 3} mm. 


A well-known attempt at forgery, especially in this country, rather 
recalling F.43. Its most prominent characteristic is a very elongated 
diagonal which carries on much below the level of the tail. The top arm 
is very straight and horizontal, and has a small serif at its head. The tail 
has a rather slight curl at the tip. Copies are usually impressed in a grey- 
black mixture of ink, and often are not very clear. No postmarked copies 
have been seen. 


CHAPTER VIII. 
POSTAL ORGANISATION OF THE REPUBLIC 


Y the time the Unframed HP Monograms were being replaced by the 
B first HH issue, around Mid-1920, the territory under the control of 

the Republic of Armenia had reached its greatest extension, and this 
moment seems therefore the most opportune to review the postal organisa- 
tion of the country, and to give a list of the Post Offices in operation. 


One of the first acts of the Erivan Government, after the declaration 
of independence, was to confirm the continued validity in the new State 
of the existing Imperial Russian legislation and administrative set-up. This 
decision applied also to the Postal Administration, which continued to 
function according to the existing routine, and in most cases with the same 
staff as before, with the only difference that it became a public service 
of the new State. 


The vicissitudes and frequent changes of fortune of the years 1918/1920 
were bound, however, to affect to a considerable extent the operations of 
the Postal Administration, and of its network of Post Offices created during 
the Imperial period. When the territory under the effective control of the 
Erivan Government shrank through invasion or local uprisings, the Post 
Offices in the areas affected would be closed, cut off, or temporarily 
abandoned, in a few cases destroyed. When the territory expanded, the 
re-opening of these offices was not always an easy matter, as their staff had 
to be resettled, assuming. they had remained alive. 


Then, there were many special cases where districts, although restored 
to some degree of normalcy, were nevertheless under dispute, and had to 
be kept under a special political status until a decision could be arrived 
at regarding their ultimate fate. In the South, such disputed areas were 


the Zangezur and Sharour-Nakhichevan districts, the unsettled conditions, 


of which have already been described in the preceding Chapters. To these 
must be added the Lori-Borchalo district in the North, which had remained 
under a special neutralised status since the end of the Armeno-Georgian 
war of Dec., 1918. Although attempts were made to negotiate a settlement, 
they all ended in failure, as neither side was willing to give up the valuable 
copper mines of Allahverdi, and it is only after the Sovietisation of both 
countries, that the district was finally awarded to Armenia. 
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To the West, the border of the country was in a fluid state, somewhere 
around the 1914 line, which neither Armenia nor Kemalist Turkey were 
willing to recognise. Kemalist Turkey professed to stand by the provisions 
of the Treaty of Batum of 1918, according to which Kars, Ardahan and 
even Alexandropol were to belong to Turkey, while Armenia was claiming 
the whole of Turkish Armenia (consisting of the so-called six eastern 
vilayets), which had been promised to her by the Allies, and most of which 
was in fact nominally awarded to her by the arbitral decision of Pres. 
Wilson, provided for by the Treaty of Sevres signed in Aug., 1920. These 
differences were further aggravated by the pillaging raids of the Kurdish 
bands settled in the mountains along the border. In the late spring of 
1920, Armenian troops cleared the region east of Olty of one of these 
bands, and secured the coal mines of Olty, then badly needed for the 
supply of fuel to the railway, but the town of Olty remained in Turkish 
hands, and this operation proved in fact the pretext for the Turkisn 
invasion, 

Many Post Offices were affected at one time or another by the abnormal 
conditions described above: all these special cases are covered by footnotes 

The list of Post Offices which follows has been divided into four groups 
(‘A’’ to “D’’), one for each of the former Russian administrative units. 
This has been done for the convenience of readers, in order that they may 
know at once what name of province to expect on each postmark (to the 
right of the name of the Post Office), thus facilitating identification of 
incomplete impressions, which are the rule rather than the exception, due 
to the small size of the Arms types stamps. 


A fifth group (‘‘E’’) covers Post Offices opened after Armenia ceased to 
issue its own stamps. 

In each of these lists, the first column gives the names of the Post 
Offices, in the sequence of the Russian alphabet, and according to the 
spelling of the Imperial period, as appearing on postmarks in use during 
the Independence years. 

A second column gives the present name of each locality: as will be 
seen, many of the names have been changed, or at least partly corrected, 
in the years since Sovietisation. A few of these changes are due to the 
well-known practice of substituting names of Soviet leaders for those 
recalling the Imperial period (such as ‘‘Leninakan’’—Lenin-ian—instead of 
“‘Alexandropol,’’ named after Czar Alexander II). In the majority of 
cases, however, these changes consisted in discarding the Turco-Tatar 
designations introduced in recent centuries, and in restoring the historical 

“Armenian names of the localities concerned. Where the Turco-Tatar name 
was only a distortion of the original Armenian form, the correction appears 
slight (such as ‘‘Alagez’’ restored to ‘‘Aragatz’’). 

Readers will thus find in these second columns a parade of the Armenian 
capitals of the last twenty-five centuries, now reviving on the map after 
many generations of oblivion: Armavir, the legendary capital of the first 
Armenian kingdom, founded ca. 585 B.C, and subdued by Cyrus a few 
decades later; Artashat (Artaxata), built by the first Artaxian king on the 
indications and plans of Hannibal, then a refugee at his Court; Vagharsha- 
pat-Echmiadzin, capital of the Arsacides, and later the seat of the 
Catholicoi; Douin (pronounced: Dvin), capital of the Christian Arsacides, 
built by Khosrov II ca. 335 A.D.; Ani, the glamorous capital of the Bagra- 
tides; and several other famous names of the past. Erevan, the present 
capital, did not exist as a town in those years: its site was partly occupied 
by some minor feudal fortress, called Tzitzernakberd (‘‘Swallowcastle’’) . 

The English spelling of Armenian names is given according to the local 
pronunciation, based on Caucasian-Armenian dialect. For instance, the 
new name of ‘‘Amamly’’ being the Armenian word for ‘‘white’’, is spelt 
“SPITAK’”’ as pronounced in the Caucasus, rather than ‘‘SBIDAG’’, as 
pronounced in Western-Armenian dialect. 

All Armenian names invariably have the accent on the last syllable 
(thus, ‘‘Ani’’ is pronounced Anee’, not A’ni). The same applies to Turco- 
Tatar names. 


99 


LIST OF POST OFFICES. 
(A) IN THE FORMER 


ERIVAN. 

Name in 1918/22. 
Agin (station) 
Alagez (station) 
Aleksandropol (town) 
Aleksandropol _ (station) 
Amamly (station) 
Ani (station) 
Arazdayan (station) 
Arazni 
Araks (station) 
Ararat (station) 
Archut (halt) 
Ashtarak 
Basargechar 
Bashabaran 
Bashbashi (halt) 
Bashgyarny 
Bashnorashen 
Bayandur (halt) 
Beyuk Vedy 
Veli-Dag (halt) 


Verkhnie Azy 
Verkhnie Akulisy 


Gamzacheman 

Davalu 

Dalikardashskoe 
Darachichag 

Darosham (halt) 
Dzhulfa (town) 
Dzhulfa (station) 
Egvarta 

Elenovka 

Igdir 

Imamshalu (halt) 
Kaltakhchi (station) 
Kamarlyu (town) 
Kamarlyu (station) 
Kamyshlyu 

Karaburun (station) 
Karaklis (town) 
Karaklis (station) 
Karanlug 

Kargaluk (halt) 
Keshishkend 

Kivrag (halt) 
Kizil-Vank (halt) 
Kulpy 

Kurdukuli 

Mastara (halt) 
Migry 

Molla-Gekcha 

Nalband (halt) 
Nakhichevan (town) 
Nakhichevan (station) 
Negram (station) 
Nizhnie Akhty 

Novo Bayazet 

Norashen (station) 
Ordubat 
Ortakilisa (halt) 


RUSSIAN 


Present name. 
Aghin 
Aragatz 
Leninakan 
Leninakan 
Spitak 

Ani 
Arazdayan 
Arzni 

Araks, 
Ararat 
Archut 
Ashtarak 
Basargechar 
Abaran 


Garni 


Bayandur 
Vedi 

Verin Douin 
Pozigyugh 
Ararat 


Tzaghkatsor 
Darosham 


Eghivard 
Sevan 


Mkhchian 
Artagyugh 
Artashat 
Artashat 
Aragatz 
Karmirashen 
Kirovakan 
Kirovakan 
Martuni 
Mikoyan 
Armavir 
Mastara 
Megry 
Maralik 
Nalband 


Nerkin Akhta 
Nor Bayazet 


Mayisian 
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PROVINCE (GUBERNYA) OF 


Notes. 


See Note (4) below. 
See Note (4) below. 


See Note (1) below. 
See Note (2) below. 


Probably closed 1918/21. 

See Note (2) below. 

(Pronounced: Verin Dvin) 
Town destroyed 25/12/1919. 


See Note (1) below. 


See Note (1) below. 
See Note (1) below. 
(Pronounced: Yeghivard). 


See Note (3) below. 


See Note (1) below. 


See Note (1) below. 
See Note (1) below. 
See Note (3) below. 


See Note (1) below. 
See Note (1) below. 
See Note (1) below. 


See Note (2) below. 
See Note (1) below. 


Name in 1918/22. Present name. Notes. 
Sardar-Abad (halt) Hoktemberian 
Sukhoi-Fontan Fontan 
Talyn Verin Talin 
Tasharkh (halt) -— See Note (1) below. 
Ulukhanlu (station) Masis 
Chananab Chananab 
Shakhtakhty (station) — See Note (2) below. 
Shirazlu (halt) Shirak 
Erivan .(G.P.O.) Erevan (Pronounced: Yerevan). 
Erivan (station) Erevan (Pronounced: Yerevan) . 
Echmiadzin (Vagarshapat) Echmiadzin 
Echmiadzin (station) Echmiadzin 


Note (1).— The Post Offices of Bashbashi, Dalikardashskoe, Dzhulfa 


Note (2) .— 


Note (3).— 


Note (4).— 


(Julfa), Kargaluk, Kivrag, Kizil-Vank, Nakhichevan, Neg- 
tam, Ordubat and Tasharkh were all situated in the 
Sharour-Nakhichevan district, which was ceded to Azerbaijan 
by the Treaty of Alexandropol on Dec. 2nd, 1920. Prior to 
this cession, Post Offices situated at the railway stations were 
presumably in operation, since the Railway was run by the 
Erivan Government. The status of the other offices is uncer- 
tain, due to the chaotic conditions ruling in the district; some 
or all of these may have remained closed between July, 1919, 
and December, 1920. 

No information is available as to the kind of stamps used; 
the possibility of local provisionals, as in the Zangezur 
district, cannot be ruled out. 


The Post Offices of Bashnorashen, Veli-Dag, Norashen and 
Shakhtakhty were situated in the northern part of Sharour- 
Nakhichevan, and were also ceded to Azerbaijan on Dec. 2nd, 
1920. During the larger part of 1920, this area was under 
Armenian military occupation, and used Armenian stamps. 


Igdir belonged to Armenia during the Dashnak period, and is 
known to have used Armenian stamps, one postcard having 
been recorded. The town was ceded to Turkey by the Treaty 
of Alexandropol on December 2nd, 1920, together with Kulpy. 


Alexandropo] was occupied by the Turkish Army on November 
7th, 1920, and remained in Turkish hands until restored to 
Armenia in November, 1921, by the Treaty of Kars (signed 
Oct. 13th). 


(B) IN THE FORMER RUSSIAN PROVINCE (GUBERNYA) OF TIFLIS 


Name in 1918/22. 


Airum 
Allaverdy 
Amasiya 
Akhpat 
Akhtala 
Bambak 
Barany 
Vorontsovka 
Gyul-Akarak 
Dzhadzhur 
Dzhardzharis 
Dzhelal-Ogly 
Dyzkent 
Kalageran 
Kizilkoch 
Koshkotan 
Sadakhlo 
Sanain 
Shagali 


Present name. Notes. 
See Note (5) below. 
See Note (5) below. 


(station) Airum 
(town) Allahverdi 
Amasia 
(halt) Haghpat 
(station) Akhtala 
Pambak 
Noyemberian 
Kalinino 
Gul-Akarak 
Jajur 
Chercher 
Stepanavan 
Akhurian 
Tumayan 
Ghukasian 
Koshkotan 
(station) Sadakhlu 
(station) Sanahin 
(halt) Shagali 
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See Note (5) below. 
See Note (5) below. 


See Note (5) below. 


(station) 


See Note (5) below. 


Note (5).— The Post Offices. of Airum, Allaverdy, Akhpat, Akhtala, 
Vorontsovka and Sadakhlo were situated in the Lori-Borchalo 
district, scene of the short Armeno-Georgian war of December, 
1918. The district, demilitarised and neutralised under British 
control, remained in dispute throughout 1919 and 1920, It 
was finally awarded to Armenia after the Sovietisation of 
Georgia in February, 1921. 

No information is available as to the kind of stamps used 
prior to Sovietisation: Armenian, Georgian and even Batum 
issues must all be considered as possibilities. 


(C) IN THE FORMER RUSSIAN PROVINCE (GUBERNYA) OF 


ELISAVETPOL. 

Name in 1918/22. Present Name, Notes. 
Giryusy Goris See Note (6) below. 
Delizhan Dilijan 
Dyg Tegh See Note (6) below. 
Karavan-Sarai Tjevan 
Katarskie Zavody Ghapan (In Russian: 

Kaphan) See Note (6) below. 
Pir-Akbulak Akbulak 


Note (6).— The Post Offices of Giryusy, Dyg and Katarskie Zavody were 
situated in the Zangezur district, the history of which is given 
in Chapter IV. The district was officially awarded to Armenia 
after Sovietisation. 


Note (7).— The Post Offices of TATLU (station) and TAUZ (station), on 
the Baku-Batum railway, are omitted from the above list, 
being situated on Azerbaijan territory, but they provide an 
interesting and unusual border-line case for the postal his- 
torian, because there can be little doubt that practically all 
the correspondence mailed at these two stations originates from 
TATLU (village) and TAUZ (town), respectively, both of 
them situated inside Armenia, although the Post Offices at the 
railway-stations are in Azerbaijan. 


(D) IN THE FORMER RUSSIAN PROVINCE (OBLAST) OF KARS. 


Name in 1918/20. Present name. Notes. 
Ardagan —_ See Note (8) below. 
Bashkadyklyar (station) — See Note (10) below. 
Begli Akhmet (station) — do. 
Vladikars (halt) —- do, 
Dzhelaus — do. 
Zurzuny _— do, 
Kagyzman — do, 
Kaladzhik — do, 
Karakurt — do, 
Karaurgan _— do. 
Karakhanli — do. 
Kars (town) i do. 
Kars (station) — do. 
Kizil-Chakh do, 
Kosorskoe a do. 
Kyuryuk-Darya (station) — do. 
Merdenek -- do. 
Petrovka — do. 
Sarykamysh (town) — do, 
Sarykamysh (station) — do, 
Stavka-Karayal (station) — do. 
Stavka-Matsra (station) — do. 
Selim (station) — do. 
Chatakh (halt) _ do. 
Yagny (halt) — do. 
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Note (8).— The town of ARDAGAN (Ardahan) constituted the frontier 
between Armenia and the British-held territory of Batum. It 
has not been possible to establisih whether its Post Office was 
on British or Armenian territory. 


Note (9).— The Post Office of OLTY is omitted from the above list, as it 
was situated in the town itself, which, although behind the 
1914 border, was never evacuated by the Turks. The Armenian 
advance did not extend beyond the Olty coal-mines, to the 
east of the town. 


Note (10).—All Post Offices in the Kars province were gradually lost to 
Armenia when this province was conquered by the Turks in 
Sept./Oct., 1920. The whole province was ceded to Turkey 
by the Treaty of Alexandropol (Dec. 2nd, 1920). 


(E) POST OFFICES OPENED AFTER 1923. 


With the considerable development of the country during the last 
thirty years, many additional Post Offices were opened, some of them in 
new settlements, specially created for refugees from the districts lost in 
1920, for immigrants from abroad, or around the sites of newly built 
industrial and hydro-electric plants. The extension of the Tiflis-Julfa rail- 
way from Julfa to Alyat, along the Araxes river, also led to the opening 
of Post Offices at the stations of the new line, where it crossed Armenian 
territory in the Megry district. 


A list of these new offices is appended hereunder for the convenience 
of readers, but it should be kept in mind that their postmarks can only be 
found on stamps of the U.S.S.R. issued after 1923, not on the Armenian 
issues dealt with in this book. 


It is no longer possible to split these new offices into the former 
Imperial provinces, as was done with the earlier ones, because the Armenian 
S.S.R. is now administratively divided into 38 districts. Readers will 
therefore find against each Post Office the name of the district in which it 
is situated. 


Name in 1924/31. Present name. District. 

— Alidara (station) (Megry) 
Alikuchak Kuchak (Abaran) 
Allaverdy (station) Manes (station) (Allahverdi) 
Artik-Tuf Artik (Artik) 

— Atarbekian (Akhta) 

— Basarchai (Sisian) 

— Berd (Shamshadin) 

— Beria (see Note 11) (Beria) 
Bogutlu Bogutlu (Zangibasar) 
Bolshoi Shagryar Sovietakan (Hoktemberian) 
Bugdashen (halt) Bagravan (halt) (Aghin) 

— Vardanadzor (halt) (Megry) 
Gadzhi-Mukhan Haji Mukhan (Nor Bayazet) 
Gadzhi-Khalil Haji Khalil (Leninakan) 

— Dastakert (Sisian) 
Dzorages-Stroi Ist Dzorages—Stroi Ist (Allahverdi) 
Dzorages-Stroi 2nd Dzorages—Stroi 2nd (Allahverdi) 

— Zangibasar (Zangibasar) 

— Zinjirli (Karabaghlar) 

— Getap (Mikoyan) 

— Hrazdan (Kotayk) 

— Kajaran (Megry) 
Kanakir Kanaker (Kotayk) 
Kanakir-GES Kanaker—GES. (Kotayk) 

— Karabaghlar (Karabaghlar) 
Karakula Karakula (Aghin) 
Kober (halt) Kobayr (halt) (Allahverdi) 
Krasnoselsk Karmir Gyugh (Karmir Gyugh) 
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Name in 1924/31. 
Malaya Mazra 


Markara 
Mikhailovka 


Nizhnie Khatunarkh 
Noragavit 


Nubarashen 
Oshakan 
Parakar 

Pashalu 
Platform 240 km. 
Platform 399 km. 
Samagar 
Sarukhan 


(halt) 
(halt) 


Uzuntala 
Khinzirak 
Shinger 
Shnokh 


Present name. 


Pokr Mazra 
Malishka 
Markara 
Misknana 
Nikolaevka 
Arshaloys 
Nor Agavit 
Nor Malatia 
Nor Kharberd 
Sovietashen 
Oshakan 
Parakar 
Azizbekov 
Platform 240 km. (halt) 
Platform 399 km. (halt) 
Samaghar 
Sarukhan 
Sisavan 
Uzunlar 
Uzuntala 
Khintzoresk 
Shahumian 
Shinher 
Shnogh 


District. 


(Basargechar) 
(Mikoyan) 
(Hoktemberian) 
(Akhta) 
(Stepanavan) 
(Echmiadzin) 
(Kotayk) 
(Beria) 
(Kotayk) 
(Kotayk) 
(Ashtarak) 
(Kotayk) 
(Azizbekov) 
(Aghin) 
(Vedi) 
(Echmiadzin) 
(Nor Bayazet) 
(Sisian) 
(Allahverdi) 
(Dilijan) 
(Goris) 
(Kalinino) 
(Ghapan) 
(Allahverdi) 


Note (11).—The name of this town and district. was, no doubt, hurriedly 


changed since. 
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Date of Issue: 


CHECK-LIST 


4k (Rom.) dd 


Type of Ovpt.: E.1la. 
Illustrations: see page 79. 
Colour: Violet. Violet. Black. Black. 
Position: Normal. Inv’d. Normal. Inv’d. 
Perf. 
1k aa 
2k bg || 
3k ch 
4k da || 5/- 
db 3/6 
5k ea 2/6 
7k fa 
10/7 ga 5/- 2/6 
gb | 
10k ha 2/6 
15k ja 5/- 2/6 
ji 2/6 
20k ka 2/6 
kb 2/6 Lji= 
25k la 5/- 2/6 
Ib 2/6 
35k mb | 5/- 2/- ; 2/- 
50k na 5/- 2/- 
60 E-I/1 aa! 40/- 15/- 20/- 
Ir pa 
pe | 5/- 
34r qa 1/6 1/6 
5r ra 5/- 5/- 
7r sa 2/6 
10r ta 2/6 
Imperf. 
1k (error) ac 40/- 
2k ba 5/- 2/- 
3k cal} 2/6 
5k eb | 5/- 
60 E-I/1 ab 
ac 6d. 
ad | 6d. 
60 E-II/1 ab 5/- 9d. 
ac 
70k oa 
Ir pd | 2/- 
pe || 3/6 WE 
pf 1/- 
3hr qb | 1/6 
5t tb 7/6 
Others. | 
7r (1904) va 60/- 
5/- 


Various. 


January, 1920. 
ZANGEZUR Issue 
Perf. Black ovpt. 


60 Type Z-I on Ik aa RR 
1.20 Type Z-IIon lk aa RR 
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1920, February. 


E.1ilax 
see page 79. 


Violet. Violet. Black. 


Normal. Inv’d. Normal. 


40 /- 
5/- 
2/6 
5/- 
2/6 
2/6 


Feb./March, 1920. 


Type E.11c 
Imperf. Black ovpt. 
5r rb 3/6 


E.11b, 
see page 8T. 


| Violet. Black. Black. 
pa ae z 


Normal. Normal. Inv’d. 


2/6 


6d. 6d. 
| 4d. 4d. 


3/6 


5/- 6d. 
5/- 6d. 


Od... | 9d 
9d. 1/- 


March, 1920(?). 
| Type D.11d 

(a) Perf. Black ovpt. 
10/7 ga R 

(b) Imp. Violet ovpt. 
3k ca R 


Y 


Date of Issue: Febr./March, 1920 leg March, 19200 Date of Issue: March, 1920 April, 1920 

Type of Ovpt.: | A.1le E.12a E.14 E.15a Type of Ovpt.: | E.15b E.16a E.17a_ | E.18 

Illustrations: | see p. 82| see page 84 see page 89. see page 90. Illustrations: || see page 91 see page 91 see page 92) see page 93 

Colour: | Black Black . Black| Violet. Black. Black. _ Violet. Violet. Black. Black. ; Colour: ] Violet. Black.| Violet. Black. Black. | Violet. Black. Violet. Black. 

Position: | Normal. | Normal Inv'd Normal. Normal. Inv’d. | Normal. Inv'd. Normal. Inv'd. Position: Nor'l. Nor’l.| Normal. Normal. Inv’d. | Nor'l. Nor’l.| Normal. Normal. 
| = 

Perf. Perf. | 

4k da | 1k aa 40/- 
db | 1 en: 2k bg 
dc | 1/6 3k cc | 20/- 
5k ea 3d. 1/- 4k da 2/6 
eh 3d. db 20/- 
10/7 ga | 6d. L/= 5k ea 10/- 3d. 
gb | 6d. 10/7 ga 5/- 3d. 
10k ha | We : gb 3d. 
15k ja || 3d. 6d. 1/- 1/6 2/6 10k ha ve 
ic | 1/- 15k ja | 1/6 4d. 
ji 5/- je || 1/- 4d 
20k ka 3d. 6d. jd |} 2/- ). 04- 
kb . ji 5/- 
25k la 6d. 20k ka | 1/- 
Ib |, 1/6 kb 3d. 6d. 
35k mb 3d kf 5/- 
mc 1/- 25k la | 1/6 
md 1/6 Ib | 2/6 
50k na|| 5/- 3d 2/6 2/6 6d. 35k mb 2/- 
nb 9d mc 2/6 
ne 1/- 50k na 5/- 1/6 
Ir pa 7/6 1/6 3/6 3/6 nb 10/- ‘ 
fe 1/6 | 2/6 60 E-I/1 aa | 2/6 1/6 
Be | 2/- : 70k od 3/6 
Shr qa 10/-_ | 4/- 2/-  2/- 2/6 Ir pb 2/- 
ge |! 5/- pe 2/6 
5r ra 4/- 3/- l 3hr qa 7/6 | 2/6 
re 5/- 2/= 2/68 8 5r ra 2/6 | 
Tr sa 5/- 5/- 7r sa  “410/= 2/6 
10r ta | 2/- 3/- 10r ta 5/- | 2/6 
tb | 3/6 
; Imperf. 
a" fs 7 1k ac 40/- 
a ; 2k ba 3d. L/: 5/- 
3k ca 3d. 6d.) : Days 3k ca | 1/6 6d. t 
3k eb 6d. 5/- 1/6 - 1/6 ln 8a. - tf - = 
60 E-I/1 ab od. 6d. 1/- 60 E-I/1 ad 5/- 
ad tae 5 | 60 E-II/1 ab 10/- 
60 E-II/1 ab 2/- ac 2/- 
ac 1/6 70k oa WE 
60 A-III/1 ac || 40/- he | og 7/6 
70k es cee Ir pe 3/6 2/6 
ob 2/- f fs 
1 1/6 Pp. 5/ 
Ir pd |) hk He /6 | 178 3hr qb 3/6 
pe j ‘ 
ft | i ‘i 5/- 5r tb 7/6 1/6 | 2/6 
3ir qb ~ hers. 
st rb | | 2/6 3/6 | 1/- 2/6 ae 
| 1k Savings | 20/- 

Various. March, 1920(?) Various: E-18 Inverted and 
| Type D.13 60 E-I Inv. at top 
| (a) Perf. Violet ovpt) both in Black: 

3k cg R Pf. 60 E-I/1 5/- 
(b) Perf. Black ovpt /1 aa 5/ 
1k Savings R 
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